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QUESTIONS PRESENTED 


In the opinion of the appellee, the following questions are 
presented : 
1. Whether adequate probable cause existed for the arrest 
of appellants without warrants? 
2. Whether, under the necessities of the moment, the police 
were justified in making a forced entry into appellant Mur- 
_ phy’s home for the purpose of arresting her? 
3. Whether appellant Williams is precluded from raising 
_ objections to the instructions, when he made none below; and 
in any event, are not the instructions complete and proper? 
(QD 


Counterstatement of the case 
Statutes and rule involved 


Argument: 
I. Probable cause to believe appellants had committed a felony 
warranted their arrest 
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COUNTERSTATEMENT OF THE CASE 


On June 1, 1959, there was filed in the District Court an 
indictment charging appellants and one Gloria L. Morton with 
violations of 26 U.S.C. § 4704(a) and 21 U.S.C. $174. Ap- 
pellants and Morton entered pleas of not guilty on June 
1959. On June 18 and 24, 1959, retained counsel entered ap 
pearances for the respective appellants. Thereafter, on Jun 
19, 1959, appellant Williams filed motions to quash arrest and 
suppress evidence and for relief from prejudicial joinder. Ap- 
pellant Murphy filed a motion to quash arrest and suppress 
evidence on June 25, 1959. These motions were heard on July 
¥0 and 11 and denied (see memorandum opinion, Keech, J., 
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filed July 11, 1959). On July 14, 1959, appellant Williams 
filed a renewed motion to quash arrest and to suppress evi- 
dence. This was denied on July 16, 1959. Subsequently, on 
July 21, 1959, Morton entered a plea of guilty to the first count 
of the indictment. A trial by jury commenced on September 
14, 1959, and on September 21, 1959, appellants were found 
guilty as charged. Appellant Murphy was sentenced to a term 
of imprisonment of ten (10) years on count five, and ten (10) 
years on count six, the sentences imposed to run concurrently. 
Appellant Williams was sentenced to a term of imprisonment 
of fifteen (15) years on count three, and fifteen (15) years on 
count four, the sentences imposed to run concurrently. On 
September 22, 1959, the District Court granted appellants’ 
applications to proceed on appeal in forma pauperis. 


The hearing on the motions to suppress evidence 


Willie Williams, the appellant, testified that on April 24, 
1959, he was living at 2007 Klingle Road, N.W., in the District 
. of Columbia. His room was located on the third floor, and he 

» testified that he paid rent in the amount of thirty dollars per 


month (Tr. 11). Upon cross-examination, he testified that 
’ when the police entered the house, he was fully dressed and 
seated on the commode with the top down. The witness dis- 
claimed ownership of the items which the police recovered from 
the commode (Tr. 15). Upon re-direct examination, the wit- 
ness claimed ownership of certain marked money which was 
recovered by the police from his person at the time of his arrest 
(Tr. 16). During recross-examination, the witness testified 
that he moved to Washington on April 22, 1959 (Tr. 23). The 
witness denied that at the time of his arrest he told the police 
that he was “just visiting’ 2007 Klingle Road. He admitted 
prior convictions for the unlawful sale of heroin (Tr. 25), 
violation of the Harrison Narcotic Act (Tr. 26) and unlawful 
possession of heroin (Tr. 26). 

Wiliams was called again as a witness on the following day 
(Tr. 154). At this time, he contradicted his previous testi- 
mony and claimed ownership of the heroin recovered from the 
commode (Tr. 159). He testified that he was sitting on the 
closed commode with his feet against the door when the of- 
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ficers pushed their way into the bathroom (Tr. 155). He was 
searched and certain monies were recovered (Tr. 156). Upon 
cross-examination, he stated that he put the heroin in the 
commode after hearing the noise downstairs (Tr. 165). | 

Virgil J. Hood, an officer of the Narcotic Squad of the Metro- 
politan Police, testified that on April 24, 1959, he and Officers 
Paul, Goodrum, Longo, Bonaparte and Didone went to 2007 
Klingle Road at approximately 11:40 P.M. (Tr. 27-29). Upon 
arriving, the witness rang the bell for about five minutes. 
Shortly thereafter, a woman responded but did not open the 
door (Tr. 31). She asked who it was (Tr. 31). The witness 
placed his police credentials against the window of the door 
and said it was the police (Tr. 31). The woman asked who 
they wanted to see and the witness replied, “I want to see 
Estella Murphy.” At this time, the woman pulled the curtain 
back on the inside of the door and appeared to be reading his 
credentials. When she did this, the witness was able to iden- 
tify the woman as the appellant Murphy (Tr. 31). Suddenly, 
the appellant turned and ran toward the steps. The witness 
and Officer Paul forced the door open and pursued her up the 
stairs. Officer Paul caught up to the appellant on the stairs 
(Tr. 55). Upon arriving at the second floor, the witness heard 
noises in the bathroom (Tr. 56) which was located to the right 
of the stairs (Tr. 58). He looked through the open door and 
observed appellant Williams seated fully dressed on the com- 
mode with the top down (Tr. 57). Williams had his hands 
behind him and was “rattling” the commode (Tr. 66). The 
witness and Officer Paul entered the bathroom (Tr. 59). Offi- 
cer Paul told Williams to get off the commode. The witness 
raised the top and removed two glassine bags containing a 
white powder from the toilet bowl (Tr. 66). Upon cross- 
examination, the witness testified that while he was speaking 
to the appellant Murphy through the front door, Murphy 
stated that “Estella’s not here now; she will be back shortly.” 
(Tr. 92). 

Gloria Morton was called as a witness but refused to answer 
any questions. Her refusal was based on the Fifth Amend- 
ment of the United States Constitution (Tr. 77). 
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John R. Panetta, a Metropolitan Police officer assigned to 
the Narcotic Squad, testified that on April 24, 1959, he ob 
served Gloria Morton leave her home (706 Quincy Street). at 
approximately 9:40 P.M. (Tr. 109). She entered a taxi and 
proceeded to 2007 Klingle Road (Tr. 110). Upon arriving, 
she entered the premises and remained for thirty-five minutes 
(Tr. 111). At approximately 10:30 P.M., Morton came out 
of these premises and boarded a bus in the two thousand block 
of Klingle Road (Tr. 111). The witness followed the bus for a 
short while by car, but discontinued the surveillance when he 
believed Morton became suspicious (Tr. 112). Upon cross- 
examination, the witness testified that when Officer Hood en- 
tered 2007 Klingle Road, he (the witness) was three doors 
away (Tr. 115). He testified that Hood “emphasized the word 
police more than anything else” (Tr. 116). 

Estella Murphy testified that she lives at 2007 Klingle Road, 
N.W., and that on April 24, 1959, someone rang the front door 
bell at 11:40 P.M. (Tr. 123). As she approached the door, 
the witness saw a colored man and woman who asked for 
Estella Murphy (Tr. 128). The witness advised them that 
Murphy wasn’t there, and that she could not let them in (Tr. 
123). At that time, the man put a leather case to the glass 
of the door, but the witness “couldn’t read it clearly” (Tr. 123). 
She started up the stairs, and the man kicked in the doer. 
Several men rushed up the stairs and “ushered” her into a 
second floor bedroom (Tr. 126). The men searched her pock- 
etbook and removed some money from the bosom of her dress 
(Tr. 127). They shined a purple light on her hands. Shortly 
thereafter, Mr. Williams was brought into the room and 
searched (Tr. 129-130). Upon cross-examination, the witness 
stated that Gloria Morton came to her house at about 9:30 
P.M. and remained for approximately fifteen minutes (Tr. 
132-133). She denied that she sold Morton any heroin on 
that evening. She admitted that she told the police that she 
had purchased the heroin (recovered from her person) on the 
preceding Wednesday (Tr. 137). She stated that when she 
went to the front door, she had two hypodermic needles in her 
hand (Tr. 138). 
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David Paul, a Metropolitan Police officer assigned to the 
Narcotic Squad, testified that prior to April 24, 1959, he had 
received information from a reliable informant that he (the 
informant) had been purchasing heroin from Gloria Morton at 
706 Quincy Street, N.W., and that Morton got the narcotics at 
Kstella Murphy's house (Tr. 172-173). Agents Wilson and 
Thompson of the Federal Bureau of Narcotics had advised the 
witness they had an “observation” on 2007 Klingle Road for 
six or eight months and had observed numerous narcotic ad- 
dicts and peddlers enter and leave the premises (Tr. 1738). 
On April 24, 1959, one Leoris Raimondi advised the witness 
that she was purchasing narcotics from Gloria Morton |at 
706 Quincy Street, N.W. She stated that she would go |to 
Morton’s house and give Morton money to pay for the heroin. 
At this time, Morton would telephone appellant Murphy and 
then leave the premises (Tr. 176). She advised the witness 
that Morton would return with the narcotics (Tr. 177) usually 
within one hour. The witness testified that appellant Murphy 
was known to him as a narcotic drug user and as a convicted 
narcotic offender (Tr. 177). On the evening of April 24, 1959, 
the witness met Detectives Longo, Didone, Panetta, Hood 
and Bonaparte at the office of the Narcotic Squad. At this 
time, they dusted some bills with a fluorescent powder and 
recorded the serial numbers (Tr. 178). Subsequently, after 
searching Raimondi (Tr. 179), they went to Georgia Avenue 
where they gave her the marked money. Raimondi walked 
east in the seven hundred block of Quincy Street followed 
by Officer Goodrum (Tr. 182). At about 9:45 P.M.., he ob- 
served Morton come from this direction (Tr. 183). She en- 
tered a taxi and was followed to 2007 Klingle Road, N.W.. 
arriving at about 9:55 P.M. She entered the premises ahd 
remained until approximately 10:30 P.M. (Tr. 188). After 
leaving 2007 Klingle Road, Morton boarded a bus, but the 
witness did not maintain visual contact with the bus (Tr. 
184). A short while later, Officer Didone arrested Morton 
in the 700 block of Quincy Street. She was then taken 'to 
the Women’s Bureau where she was searched by Officer Good- 
rum. Officer Goodrum recovered fourteen gelatin capsules 
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John R. Panetta, a Metropolitan Police officer assigned to 
the Narcotic Squad, testified that on April 24, 1959, he ob- 
served Gloria Morton leave her home (706 Quincy Street) at 
approximately 9:40 P.M. (Tr. 109). She entered a taxi and 
proceeded to 2007 Klingle Road (Tr. 110). Upon arriving, 
she entered the premises and remained for thirty-five minutes 
(Tr. 111). At approximately 10:30 P.M., Morton. came out 
of these premises and boarded a bus in the two thousand block 
of Klingle Road (Tr. 111). The witness followed the bus for a 
short while by car, but discontinued the surveillance when he 
believed Morton became suspicious (Tr. 112). Upon cross- 
examination, the witness testified that when Officer Hood en- 
tered 2007 Klingle Road, he (the witness) was three doors 
away (Tr. 115). He testified that Hood “emphasized the word 
Police more than anything else” (Tr. 116). 

Estella Murphy testified that she lives at 2007 Klingle Road, 
N.W., and that on April 24, 1959, someone rang the front door 
bell at 11:40 P.M. (Tr. 123). As she approached the door, 
the witness saw a colored man and woman who asked for 
Estella Murphy (Tr. 123). The witness advised them that 
Murphy wasn’t there, and that she could not let them in (Tr. 
123). At that time, the man put a leather case to the glass 
of the door, but the witness “couldn’t read it clearly” (Tr. 123). 
She started up the stairs, and the man kicked in the door. 
Several men rushed up the stairs and “ushered” her into a 
second floor bedroom (Tr. 126). The men searched her pock- 
etbook and removed some money from the bosom of her dress 
(Tr. 127). They shined a purple light on her hands. Shortly 
thereafter, Mr. Williams was brought into the room and 
searched (Tr. 129-130). Upon cross-examination, the witness 
stated that Gloria Morton came to her house at about 9:30 
P.M. and remained for approximately fifteen minutes (Tr. 
132-133). She denied that she sold Morton any heroin on 
that evening. She admitted that she told the police that she 
had purchased the heroin (recovered from her person) on the 
preceding Wednesday (Tr. 137). She stated that when she 
went to the front door, she had two hypodermic needles in her 
hand (Tr. 138). 
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David Paul, a Metropolitan Police officer assigned to the 
Narcotic Squad, testified that prior to April 24, 1959, he had 
received information from a reliable informant that he (the 
informant) had been purchasing heroin from Gloria Morton at 
706 Quincy Street, N.W., and that Morton got the narcotics at 
Estella Murphy's house (Tr. 172-173). Agents Wilson and 
Thompson of the Federal Bureau of Narcotics had advised the 
witness they had an “observation” on 2007 Klingle Road for 
six or eight months and had observed numerous narcotic ad- 
dicts and peddlers enter and leave the premises (Tr. 173). 
On April 24, 1959, one Leoris Raimondi advised the witness 
that she was purchasing narcotics from Gloria Morton at 
706 Quincy Street, N.W. She stated that she would go to 
Morton’s house and give Morton money to pay for the heroin. 
At this time, Morton would telephone appellant Murphy and 
then leave the premises (Tr. 176). She advised the witness 
that Morton would return with the narcotics (Tr. 177) usually 
within one hour. The witness testified that appellant Murphy 
was known to him as a narcotic drug user and as a convicted 
narcotic offender (Tr. 177). On the evening of April 24, 195: f 
the witness met Detectives Longo, Didone, Panetta, Hood 
and Bonaparte at the office of the Narcotic Squad. At thi 
time, they dusted some bills with a fluorescent powder and 
recorded the serial numbers (Tr. 178). Subsequently, after 
searching Raimondi (Tr. 179), they went to Georgia Avenue 
where they gave her the marked money. Raimondi walked 
east in the seven hundred block of Quincy Street followed 
by Officer Goodrum (Tr. 182). At about 9:45 P.M.. he ob- 
served Morton come from this direction (Tr. 183). She en- 
tered a taxi and was followed to 2007 Klingle Road, N.W.. 
arriving at about 9:55 P.M. She entered the premises and 
remained until approximately 10:30 P.M. (Tr. 188). After 
leaving 2007 Klingle Road, Morton boarded a bus, but the 
witness did not maintain visual contact with the bus (Tr. 
184). A short while later, Officer Didone arrested Morton 
in the 700 block of Quincy Street. She was then taken 4 
the Women’s Bureau where she was searched by Officer Good- 
rum. Officer Goodrum recovered fourteen gelatin capsules 
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containing a white powder from Morton’s person (Tr. 186). 
Morton stated that this was heroin. The witness returned 
to the seven hundred block of Quincy Street at 11:15 P.M. 
Officer Goodrum entered Morton’s house and a short while 
later returned with Raimondi. Raimondi advised the wit- 
ness that upon entering the house at 706 Quincy Street, she 
told Morton that she wanted to buy ten capsules of heroin 
and gave her ten dollars (Tr. 188); that Morton then called 
appellant Murphy by telephone (Tr. 189); and that after 
she hung up, Morton left the premises (Tr. 189). After 
talking to Raimondi, the witness went to 2007 Klingle Road. 
N.W., where he met Officer Bonaparte who advised him that 
no one had entered or left the premises since Gloria Morton 
left (Tr. 190). The officers approached the front door where 
Officer Hood knocked and rang the bell (Tr.191). The witness 
heard Hood ask for Murphy, state that he was a police officer 
and saw him hold up his credentials to the glass (Tr. 191). 
Shortly thereafter, Hood forced the door and the witness en- 
tered the premises (Tr. 191). Appellant Murphy ran to the 
top of the stairs where the witness overtook her and removed a 
brown bag containing four hypodermic needles from her hand 
(Tr. 192). The witness and Hood then entered the bathroom 
where appellant Williams was observed sitting fully dressed on 
the closed commode. Williams’ hands were behind him and 
he was moving them rapidly under the tub part of the com- 
mode (Tr. 194). The lever on the commode was broken and 
Williams was unable to flush it (Tr. 195). Officer Hood dis- 
covered two cellophane bags containing a white powder in 
the commode (Tr. 195). Williams was searched and the 
marked money was recovered from his person (Tr. 195). At 
this time, appellant Murphy removed from her stocking a 
quantity of capsules containing a white powder and gave them 
to Officer Didone (Tr. 197). 


The trial 


Leoris Raimondi, testified that on April 24, 1959, she was 
taken to the office of the Woman’s Bureau where she was 
searched by Officer Goodrum (Tr. 5); that at 9:25 P.M.. the 
witness and Officers Panetta, Longo, Goodrum and Paul drove 
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to Georgia Avenue and Park Road (Tr. 7); and that upg 
arriving there, Officer Goodrum placed a telephone call to 
Gloria Morton and the witness spoke to Morton (Tr. 7). 
Shortly thereafter. the witness and the police went to the vicin- 
ity of Morton’s house. Prior to entering, the police gave the 
witness certain monies (Tr. 8). After the witness was ad- 
mitted. orton placed a telephone call to “Estella” (Tr. 10). 
The witness gave Morton fifteen dollars and told her that she 
wanted ten capsules of heroin (Tr. 10). At this time, Morton 
left the premises (Tr. 11). 
Mattie I. Goodrum, a Metropolitan Police officer, testified 
that. on April 24, 1959, she made a complete body search 
of Leoris Raimondi at the Woman’s Bureau (Tr. 99); that the 
witness. Raimondi, and several other police officers left the 
Woman's Bureau at 8:40 P.M. and drove to Park Road, N.W. 
(Tr. 100-161); and that upon arriving at Park Road. the wit- 
ness and Raimondi telephoned “Gloria” (Tr. 102). After fin- 
ishing the conversation. they drove to 8th and Randolph 
Streets. N.W. Upon arriving there, the other officers ae 
Raimondi the marked money whereupon the witness and Rai- 
mondi got out of the car (Tr. 103). Raimondi and the witness 
walked to 706 Quincy Street and Raimondi entered the base 
ment apartinent. (Tr. 105). Shortly thereafter, the witne 
observed Gloria Morton walk west on Quiney Street (Tr. 1 
and enter a taxi (Tr. 107). The witness and the other officers 
followed Morton to 2007 Klingle Road and saw her enter those 
premises (Tr. 108). At 10:30 P.M., Morton came out of tl 
premises and boarded a bus (Tr. 109). The witness saw Mor- 
ton arrested at 7th and Quincey Streets (Tr. 110). Following 
this arrest. the witness recovered a quantity of white powder 
and capsules from Morton (Tr. 112). The witness then es- 
corted Raimondi from 706 Quincey Street to the Tenth Pre- 
cinct. The witness testified that she accompanied the other 
officers to 2007 Klingle Road at 11:30 P.M.; that she and 
Officer Hood knocked at the door (Tr. 117); that appellant 
Murphy came to the door and asked “who is it”; and that 
Officer Hood said. “Is Estella Murphy here?” (Tr. 117). The 
appellant said. “No. she has gone out. but who is looking for 
her?” Hood placed his police identification folder against the 
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glass and said, “I’m the police; open up.” The appellant 
turned and ran up the stairs and was pursued and overtaken 
by Officers Hood and Paul. The witness went to the second 
floor and recovered a number of capsules and a bag containing 
white powder from Murphy (Tr. 120-124). Murphy advised 
the witness that Morton’s mother had telephoned and said that 
she (Morton) had not arrived home. Murphy stated that she 
assumed Morton had been arrested (Tr. 120). Upon cross- 
examination, she stated that appellant Murphy identified the 
marked money recovered from Williams as the money brought 
there by Morton (Tr. 169). 

Thomas Didone, a Metropolitan Police officer, testified that 
on April 24, 1959, he placed Gloria Morton under arrest at 
10:43 P.M. (Tr. 195). The witness then went to the 2000 
block of Klingle Road where he subsequently saw Officer Hood 
force open the door of 2007 Klingle Road. The witness en- 
tered the premises and went to the second floor where appel- 
lant Murphy was arrested (Tr. 199). Subsequently, he saw 
Murphy remove thirty-four capsules containing a white pow- 
der, from her stocking (Tr. 200). 

Virgil J. Hood testified substantially the same as he did at 
the hearing of the motions to suppress evidence. He testified 
that when he heard Williams making noises (apparently trying 
to flush the toilet (Tr. 264)) in the bathroom, this was of 
particular significance to him from his experience with nar- 
cotic addicts and peddlers (Tr. 321). The witness testified 
that customarily the addict or peddler will attempt to flush 
the evidence down the commode. For this reason. the witness 
entered the bathroom. 

John H. Bonaparte, a Metropolitan Police officer assigned 
to the Narcotics Squad, testified that on April 24, 1959, he 
was in the vicinity of 2007 Klingle Road between 10:00 P.M. 
and 11:30 P.M. (Tr. 324). After Gloria Morton left. no other 
persons entered or left the premises (Tr. 326) until Officers 
Paul and Hood arrived at 11:30 P.M. 

David Paul testified substantially the same as he did at the 
hearing of the motions to suppress evidence (Tr. 342-437). 

William P. Butler, a chemist employed by the Treasury De- 
partment, testified that he made a chemical analysis of the 
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contents of the capsules recovered from Morton anid Murphy, 
as well as the contents of the two large bags recovered from 
the commode. He testified that each exhibit contained heroin, 
a derivative of opium which is a narcotic drug (Tr. 437-441). 
Appellants offered no evidence in their own defense. The 
jury returned a verdict of guilty as charged. This appeal 
followed. 
STATUTES AND RULE INVOLVED 
Title 26, U.S.C., Section 4704(a), provides: 


General requirements. It shall be unlawful for any 
person to purchase, sell, dispense, or distribute narcotic 
drugs except in the original stamped package or from 
the original stamped package; and the absence of ap- 
propriate tax paid stamps from narcotic drugs shall be 
prima facie evidence of a violation of this subsection by 
the person in whose possession the same may be found. 


| 
Title 21 U.S.C., Section 174, provides: 


Same: penalty: evidence. Whoever fraudulently or 
knowingly imports or brings any narcotic drug into the 
United States or any territory under its control or juris- 
diction, contrary to law, or receives, conceals, buys, sells, 
or in any manner facilitates the transportation, conceal- 
ment, or sale of any such narcotic drug after being imn- 
ported or brought in, knowing the same to have been 
imported or brought into the United States contrary to 
law, or conspires to commit any of such acts in violation 
of the laws of the United States, shall be imprisoned noi 
less than five or more than twenty years and, in addition, 
may be fined not more than $20,000. For a second lor 
subsequent offense (as determined under section 7237 
(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954), the offender 
shall be imprisoned not less than ten or more than forty 
years and, in addition, may be fined not more than 
$20,000. 

Whenever on trial for a violation of this subsection 
the defendant is shown to have or to have had possession 
of the narcotic drug, such possession shall be deemed 


sufficient evidence to authorize conviction unless the 
RT Sek 
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defendant explains the possession to the satisfaction of 
the jury. 

For provision relating to sentencing, probation, etc., 
see section 7237(d) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954. (As amended July 18, 1956, ch. 629, title I. 
§ 105, 70 Stat. 570.) 


Rule 30, Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. 


Instructions. At the close of the evidence or at such 
earlier time during the trial as the court reasonably 
directs, any party may file written requests that the 
court instruct the jury on the law as set forth in the 
requests. At the same time copies of such requests 
shall be furnished to adverse parties. The court shall 
inform counsel of its proposed action upon the requests 
prior to their arguments to the jury. but the court shall 
instruct the jury after the arguments are completed. 
No party may assign as error any portion of the charge 
or omission therefrom unless he objects thereto before 
the jury retires to consider its verdict. stating distinctly 
the matter to which he objects and the grounds of his 
objection. Opportunity shall be given to make the ob- 
jection out of the hearing of the jury. 


SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 
I 


The facts and circumstances personally observed and those 
known to the officers established probable cause for appellants’ 
arrest. The search of appellants and the commode, which 
began after they were placed under arrest, was incidental to 
their arrest. The items recovered during this search were 
properly introduced into evidence. 


II 


Having probable cause to believe appellant Murphy had 
committed a felony. the officers went to appellant’s home for 
the purpose of arresting her. They did not obtain a warrant. 
This was a narcotic case, and the officers knew that any delay 
in securing a warrant would probably allow the fruits of the 
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crime and the contraband to be destroyed. After knocking at 
the front door, they identified themselves as the police. They 
informed the woman to whom they spoke that they wanted to 
see appellant Murphy. At the very moment they recognized 
this woman as Murphy, she turned and fled. For the officers 
to announce their purpose, under these circumstances, would 
have been a useless gesture. The officers forced open the door 
and pursued her. She was placed under arrest. Under the 
necessities of the moment, the officers were justified in making 
a forced entry into appellant’s home for the purpose of arresting 
her. 

II 


Having failed to object at trial, appellant Williams is now 
precluded from objecting to the court’s instructions. In ahy 
event, the instructions in the instant case. when taken as a 
whole, set forth fairly an adequate statement of the ‘aw 


involved. 
ARGUMENT | 


I. Probable cause to believe appellants had committed a felony 
warranted their arrest 


It is well established that a search and seizure incident to 
lawful arrest is valid. United States v. Rabinowitz, 339 US. 
56, 63-64 (1950). The test of the legality of an arrest, witho 
a warrant, is whether probable cause existed to believe that the 
person arrested had committed a felony. In order to dete 
mine probable cause, each case must be considered on its own 
facts. Of course, probable cause consists of more than mere 
suspicion of guilt. But on the other hand it involves prob- 
abilities, and the standard of proof is not the same as that 
required at trial. As the Supreme Court stated in Brinegar y. 
United States, 338 U.S. 160 (1949): | 


* * * Probable cause exists where “the facts and cir 
cumstances within their [the officers’ ] knowledge and of 
which they had reasonably trustworthy informatioh 
[are] sufficient in themselves to warrant a man of rea- 
sonable caution in the belief that” an offense has bee 
or is being committed. Carrol v. United States, 267 US; 
132, 162. 
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It is, therefore, clear that a police officer may arrest without a 
warrant when he has reasonable grounds, in light of the cir- 
cumstances of the moment as viewed through his eyes, for 
belief that a felony has been committed and the person before 
him committed it. Bell v. United States, 102 U.S. App. D.C. 
383, 254 F. 2d 82, cert. denied, 358 U.S. 885 (1958). 

The record discloses that appellant Murphy was known to 
Officer Paul as a narcotic drug user and as a convicted narcotic 
crug offender (Tr. 177). Prior to April 1959, Officer Paul had 
received information from a reliable informant that he had 
been purchasing heroin from Gloria Morton, and that Morton 
got the heroin at appellant Murphy’s house (Tr. 172-173). 
In addition, the Federal Bureau of Narcotics advised Paul that 
they had an “observation” on 2007 Klingle Road (appellant 
Murphy's house) for six or eight months and that numerous 
narcotic addicts and peddlers were seen to enter and leave the 
premises (Tr. 173)? 

On April 24, 1959, one Leoris Raimondi told Officer Paul, 
following her arrest. that she had been purchasing narcotics 
from Gloria Morton at her home at 706 Quincy Street, N.W. 


She stated that she would customarily go to Morton’s home 
and give her money to pay for the heroin. Morton would then 
telephone appellant Murphy and, following this call, would 
leave the premises (Tr. 176). Usually, Morton would return 
within one hour with the narcotics (Tr. 177). 


‘Appellant argues that the identity of this informant should have been 
revealed at the hearing in District Court (Br. 28). It is a well established 
principle, that the government has a privilege, “to withhold from disclosure 
the identity of persons who furnish information of violations of law to 
officers charged with enforcement of that law.” Roviaro vy. United States, 
353 U.S. 53 (1957). Here, the informant was in no way involved in the 
offenses for which appellants were charged. His disclosure, therefore, was 
not necessary to the defense. Scher v. United States, 305 U.S. 252 (1988). 

* Appellant contends that it was error for the District Court not to order 
the production of certain notes’made by Officer Paul from a file at the 
Bureau of Narcotics (Br. 28). The officer did not refer to the “few” 
notes while testifying nor does the record indicate that he refreshed his 
recollection from them prior to coming to court (Tr. 210-211). The Dis- 

_ trict Court properly refused to order the production of these notes. McGill 
‘v. United States, No. 14,792 (D.C. Cir. 1959). It should be noted that the 
names of the agents who furnished this information to Officer Paul were 
made available to appellants. No effort was made by appellants to sub- 
poena these agents. ee ae 
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On the evening of April 24, 1959, Officer Goodrum made 's 
complete search of Raimondi at the Woman’s Bureau. The 
officers recorded the serial numbers of a certain amount of 
money and also dusted it with a fluorescent powder. Subse; 
quently, the officers and Raimondi drove to the vicinity of 
Park Road, N.W. Upon arriving, Officer Goodrum and Rai+ 
mondi telephoned Morton. Thereafter, Raimondi was given 
the marked money, and she and Officer.Goodrum walked to 
706 Quincy Street where Raimondi entered the basement 
apartment. A short while later, Morton was observed by the 
police to enter a taxi at Quincy Street. They followed her to 
2007 Klingle Road (appellant’s home) and saw her enter those 
premises. At 10:30 P.M., Morton came out of the premises 
and boarded a bus. The officers followed the bus for several 
blocks but discontinued the surveillance when Morton became 
suspicious. Approximately thirteen minutes after leaving ap-+ 
pellant’s house, Morton was arrested in the 700 block of Quincy 
Street by Officer Didone (Tr. 195). She was taken to the 
Woman’s Bureau where Officer Goodrum recovered fourteen, 
gelatin capsules from Morton’s person. These capsules con- 
tained a white powder which Morton stated was heroin (Tr! 
186). The police then returned to 706 Quincy Street. Officer 
‘Goodrum entered those premises and a short while later re- 
turned with Raimondi. Raimondi advised Officer Paul tha’ 
upon entering Morton’s house, she told Morton that she wan 
to purchase ten capsules of heroin. She gave Morton the 
marked money that she had earlier received from the police! 
Morton then called “Estella” by telephone. Upon completing 
the call, Morton left the premises. After talking to Raimondi, 
the officers went to 2007 Klingle Road for the purpose of ar+ 
resting Murphy. Upon arriving, Officer Bonaparte advised 
them that no one had entered or left the premises since Mor- 
ton left. It was decided that Officers Hood and G 
would approach the front door. Officer Hood rang the front 
door bell for about five minutes.. Shortly thereafter, a woman 
responded but did not open the door. She asked who it was, 
Officer Hood replied that it was the police and placed his cre- 


* Officer Bonaparte had maintained an observation of the premises subse- 
‘quent to Morton’s leaving. 
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dentials against the glass of the door. The woman asked who 
they wished to see and the officer replied that he wanted to see 
Estella Murphy. The woman stated, “Estella’s not here now.” 
At this time, the woman pulled the curtain aside and appeared 
to be reading the officer’s credentials. As she did this, Officer 
Hood, for the first time, was able to identify the woman as 
appellant: Murphy. At that moment, appellant turned and 
ran toward the stairs. Officers Hood and Paul forced the front. 
door open and pursued the appellant to the top of the stairs 
where she was arrested. In her hand was a bag containing 
hypodermic needles. Shortly after reaching the top of the 
stairs, Officer Hood heard noises in the bathroom which sounded 
as if someone was trying to flush the commode. Through the 
partially open door, he saw appellant Williams, fully dressed, 
seated on the closed commode. Williams had his hands behind 
him and was moving them rapidly. He was placed under ar- 
rest and two plastic bags containing a white powder were re- 
covered from the commode. He was searched, and the marked 
money was found in his pocket. During this time, Officer 
Goodrum recovered a number of capsules and a bag containing 
a white powder from the person of appellant Murphy. 

It is clear that the officers had reasonable grounds to believe 
that appellant Murphy had committed an offense. When the 
officers reached the second floor landing, they heard an attempt 
being made to flush the commode. This was of particular sig- 
nificance to Officer Hood from his experience with narcotic 
addicts and peddlers (Tr. 321). He testified that customarily 
the addict or peddler will attempt to flush the narcotics down 
the commode when arrest isimminent. In addition, Williams 
was observed by the officers seated on the closed commode 
fully dressed. He was moving his hands rapidly at the place’ 
where the toilet lever was located.‘ The officers entered the 
bathroom and placed him under arrest. These facts, coupled 
with the flight of appellant Murphy from the front door and 
her arrest while in possession of hypodermic needles, would 
warrant these officers in believing that Williams was commit- 

“ Apparently Hood knew of Williams prior to this date. He testified that 


he had heard “talk of him” in the Narcotic Squad “concerning the work” 
(Tr. 65). 


15 


ting an offense against the narcotic laws.’ Cf. Stephens |v. 
United States, No. 15221 (D.C. Cir. 1959). 

Here also were officers experienced in the narcotics traffic 
to whom the facts and circumstances which they observed, on 
the evening of April 24, 1959, had special significance. Their 
action is not. to be measured by what may be probable cause 
to an untrained civilian passerby. Bell v. United States, supra. 

The search of the appellants and the commode, which began 
after appellants were placed under arrest, was incidental |to 
lawful arrests based upon probable cause. United States) v. 
Rabinowitz, supra. The fruits of the crime were properly in- 
troduced into evidence. 


II. Under the necessities of the moment, the officers were 
justified in making a forced entry into appellant’s home 
for the purpose of arresting her 


It is well settled that police officers may, under certain cir- 
cumstances, force an entry into a private dwelling and make 
an arrest without a warrant. Mullaney v. United States, 82 
F. 2d 638 (9th Cir. 1936); Appell v. United States, 29 F. 2d 


279 (5th Cir. 1928); Mattus v. United States, 11 F. 2d 503 
(9th Cir. 1926). This principle of Jaw was recognized in this 
jurisdiction in Accarino v. United States, 85 U.S. App. D.C. 
394, 179 F. 2d 456 (1949).° It is also settled that in felony 
cases officers may enter a suspect’s home upon probable cause 
to arrest him, and then conduct a search incidental to the arrest. 
Neuslein v. District of Columbia, 73 U.S. App. D.C. 85, 115 'F. 
2d 690 (1940). | 

After the search of Morton and the subsequent conversation 
with Raimondi, the police made the decision to arrest appellant 
Murphy. They did not apply for a warrant. This was after 
the ordinary and professional hours of commissioners and 
judges and none was required to be available. Porter v. United 
States, 103 U.S. App. D.C. 385, 258 F. 2d 685 (1958). To 


*It should be noted that the District Court held alternatively that the 
narcotics in the commode were seized validly, incidental to the arrest! of 
Murphy. See page 9, Memorandum Opinion of Judge Keech. 

* See also District of Columbia v. Little, 8 U.S. App. D. C. 242, 178 F.|2a 
13 (1949). | 
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postpone arrest until a warrant could be sought would, under 
these circumstances, probably allow the fruits of the crime and 
the contraband to be destroyed. This, the officers well knew. 
Morrison v. United States, 104 US. App. D.C. 352, 262 F. 2d 
449 (1958) ; Cf. Smith v. United States, 108 U.S. App. D.C. 48, 
254 F. 2d 751 (1958); See also United States v. Rabinowitz, 
supra, p. 65. 

Accordingly, the officers proceeded to appellant’s home for 
the purpose of arresting her. Officers Hood and Goodrum 
knocked at the front door. Shortly thereafter, a woman re- 
sponded but did not open the door. Due to the darkness, 
Officer Hood was unable to recognize the woman as appellant. 
The woman asked who it was, and the officer placed his cre- 
dentials against the glass in the door and stated loudly that it 
was the police. The woman asked who they wanted to see, 
and Hood replied that he wanted to see Estella Murphy. 
The woman stated, “Estella’s not here now.” At this time 
the woman pulled the curtain back on the inside of the door 
and appeared to be reading the credentials. When she did 
this, Hood was able to identify the woman as appellant. At 
that instant, appellant turned and fled toward the stairs. Hood 
and Paul forced open the front door and pursued her to the 
top of the stairs where Officer Paul placed her under arrest. 

Appellants contend (Br. 18) that this entry into their home 
was unlawful either because (1) it was not required by the 
necessities of the moment, or (2) the officers failed to make 
known the cause of their demand for entry. In Accarino, 
supra, this Court stated: 


Unless the necessities of the moment require that the 

officer break down a door, he cannot do so without a 
warrant. 

* * * + * 

Before an officer can break open a door to a home, he 

must make known the cause of his demand for entry. 

The record clearly shows that the officers gave notice of their 

authority.’ Cf. Miller v. United States, 357 U.S. 301 (1957). 

* Officer Panetta testified that from his vantage point some three “doors” 


(houses) from the scene, he heard Hood emphasize “the word police” (Tr. 
116). 3 
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In addition, the officers stated that the person they sought was 

appellant.- In Miller, the Supreme Court stated at page 310: 
It may be that, without an express announcement of 
purpose, the facts known to the officers would justi: 
them in being virtually certain that the petitioner al- 
ready knows their purpose so that an announcement 
would be a useless gesture. | 


Cf. People v. Martin, 45 Cal. 2d 755, 290 P. 2d 855 (1955). 
There can be no doubt that appellant knew that the officers 
were there to arrest her. Her conduct admits of no other 
conclusion. For the officers to announce their purpose, under 
these circumstances, would have been a “useless gesture.” In 
addition, appellant’s flight presented an exigent circumstance. 
Here, the officers could reasonably conclude that appellant was 
fleeing from the arrest or was attempting to destroy evidence. 
Cf. People v. Maddox, 46 Cal. 2d 301, 294 P. 2d 6 (1956). It 
should also be noted that the officers did not have an oppor- 
tunity to announce their purpose to appellant after recognizing 
her at the door. Appellant’s flight was almost contemporane- 
ous to the recognition. 

Of course, the necessities of the moment make the difference 
between legal and illegal entries. Morrison v. United States, 
supra. This, was a narcotic case. The officers well knew that 
any delay in securing a warrant would probably allow the 
fruits of the crime and the contraband to be destroyed. Time 
was of the essence. Under these circumstances, the entry 
without a warrant was legal. Morrison v. United States, 
supra; Cf. Smith v. United States, supra. But there is more. 
Appellant’s flight presented an exigent circumstance to the 
officers. Here, then, were the “necessities of the moment,” 
It is submitted that the forceable entry into appellant’s home 
was legal. Accarino v. United States, supra. 


Il. The trial court’s instructions were proper 


Prior to instructions and arguments to the jury, a bench con- 
ference was had in the interest of considering special instruc- 
tions. At this conference, appellant Williams presented four 
prayers for instructions. The court granted the first, but de- 
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nied the remaining three. At the conclusion of the charge, 
appellant’s counsel made no objection to the charge as given 
(Tr. 475). In material part, Rule 30, F.R. Crim. P. reads as 
follows: 


No party may assign as error any portion of the charge 
or omission therefrom. unless he objects thereto before 
the jury retires to consider its verdict, stating distinctly 
the matter to which he objects and the grounds for his 
objection. 


It is clear that since appellant failed to raise objection at the 
trial, he is precluded from doing so now. Villaroman v. United 
States, 87 U.S.-App. D.C. 240, 184 F. 2d 261 (1950)? 

In any event, the court’s instructions were proper. The 
second prayer was for an instruction on the hypotheses of guilt 
and innocence. This was denied on the basis of Holland v. 
United States, 348 U.S. 121 (1954). Here, the court “properly 
instructed on the standards for reasonable doubt.” Such an 
additional instruction would have been confusing and incorrect. 
Holland v. United States, supra, page 189. See also Ruffin v. 
United States, No. 14842 (D.C. Cir. 1959). 

The appellant’s third prayer for instruction was in essence a 
request that if the “jury find that no narcotic drug was removed 
from defendant’s person, the jury may also find that someone 
other than defendant Williams placed the two glassine bags in 
the commode.” This was properly denied since “possession” 
does not require that the narcotic be on a defendant’s person. 
Tn any event, no prejudice can be shown as the court instructed 
properly and thoroughly on the meaning of “possession” (Tr. 
465-470). 

The fourth prayer for instruction was based on a so-called 
“theory of defense”. This instruction was properly denied, 
since there was no evidence adduced during the trial which 
would warrant an instruction that the action of appellant could 
be “interpreted as an attempt to brace or support himself 
against falling to the floor or as any other legitimate purpose 
and not necessarily an attempt to flush the commode.” In 

* At the conclusion of the charge, appellant’s counsel objected to the use 


of the word “snow” in the charge. He abandoned his objection after a 
discussion with the judge. 
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Marson v. United States, 203 F. 2d 904 (6th Cir. 1953), it was 
said: 
[W]here a defendant in a criminal case presents | & 

theory supported by the evidence, and the court’s at- 
tention is particularly directed to it, it is reversable 

error to refuse to give a charge on such a theory. (Em- 

phasis supplied.) 

Cf. Levine v. United States, 104 U.S. App. D.C. 281, 261 F. 3d 
747 (1958). It should be noted that the second paragraph of 
this prayer was given in substantial form by the court (Tr. 469). 
It is axiomatic that a charge to the jury must be considered 
asa whole. Kinard v. United States, 69 U.S. App. D.C. 322, 
101 F. 2d 246 (1938). And the instruction is legally sufficient 
when construed as a whole it sets forth fairly an adequate 
statement of the law. Graham v. United States, 88 U.S. App. 
D.C. 129, 187 F. 2d 87 (1950), cert. denied, 341 U.S. 920. The 
instructions in the instant case, when taken as a whole, set 
forth fairly an adequate statement of the law involved. 


CONCLUSION 


Wherefore, it is respectfully submitted the judgment of the 
District Court be affirmed. 


Ourver GascuH, 

United States Attorney. 

Cart W. BEe.cHer, 

Dona.p S. Smrru, | 
Assistant United States Attorneys. 
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Appellant’s convictions for violations of the narcotics laws 
were reversed by an opinion dated March 10, 1960, stating: | 


Per Curiam: Appellants were convicted of violation 
of the narcotics laws, and on appeal charge that. th 
police lacked probable cause to arrest and, in the night 
season, illegally broke into the dwelling they occupied. 
Assuming arguendo, that the record before us ade- 
quately established the existence of probable cause for 
the arrest of the appellant Murphy, the circumstances 
otherwise do not justify the officers in breaking in and 
entering her house without a warrant of any kind. The 
subsequent search was, therefore, illegal. We must re- 
verse because the convictions were obtained by the use 
of evidence thus secured. We find ourselves unable to 
distinguish the situation developed here from that con+ 
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sidered in Miller v. United States, 357 US. 301 (1958) 
and see cases cited in Williams v. United States, 105 U.S. 
App. D.C. 41, 45, 263 F. 2d 487, 491 (1959). 


Thus, both the absence of a warrant and the method of entry 
are predicates for the reversal. 

It is submitted the ruling regarding the absence of a warrant 
is in direct conflict with Smith v. United States, 103 U.S. App. 
D.C. 48, 254 F. 2d 751 (1958), cert. denied, 357 US. 937. The 
Smith case, relying upon Agnello v. United States, 269 U.S. 29 
(1925) and other authorities, demonstrates the validity of the 
police procedure in the instant case. 

As to the method of entry, the opinion of the Supreme Court 
in Miller v. United States, supra, here supports affirmance, 
rather than reversal. Also, the facts which required reversal 
in Miller are distinctly unlike the facts of the instant case. 
This Court’s opinion in Accarino v. United States, 85 U.S. App. 
D.C. 294, 179 F. 2d 456 (1949) likewise dictates affirmance. 

The Smith case, supra, supports the position of the appellee 
on the method-of-entry as well as the absence-of-a-warrant 
point. That case is not noted in the Court’s opinion. For 
these reasons it is believed appropriate that the Court rehear 
and affirm the instant case, under the authority contained in 
General Rule 26. 

A 


In the Smith case a special employee was ascertained to 
possess no narcotics, was given marked money, observed by 
police officers to enter Smith’s residence; and upon leaving that 
residence to have narcotics but no marked money. The em- 
ployee told that in Smith’s residence he had exchanged with 
Smith the money for narcotics. Without any warrant the 
officers went to the door of Smith’s residence, announced them- 
selves as police officers and, when no one responded, they en- 
tered without making any announcement of purpose, arrested 
Smith and seized property. The issue was clear: 

The problem then is whether the officers had au- 


thority to proceed to the house and make the forth- 
with arrest; whether under the circumstances they were 
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Tequired to get. a warrant; whether the search incident 
to the arrest was proper, * * * 24 
Met ee FIM MS TE hs GPa NE Ue wah ene” * 

* * * In our opinion’ both: the arrest and the search 

were proper. ‘(254 F.2d at 754] hae 
Reliance was placed upon Agnello v. United States, supra, a 
narcotics case similar to Smith and the instant case. 
In Agnello, supra, two special employees met one Alba at 
his residence by pre-arrangement, while police remained on 
watch outside. Alba left and returned with one Centorino, 
who left and returned with Agnello. The police entered when 
Agnello produced narcotics and seized, inter alia, the narcotics, 
which were introduced into evidence at the trial. The Supreme 
Court sustained the use of these narcotics, though it held that 
other narcotics subsequently obtained from the home of 
Agnello were to be suppressed. Thus, as this Court noted in 
Smith, the entry without a warrant into the home of Alba was 
upheld by the Supreme Court. The ruling of the Supreme 
Court in Agnello, as recognized by this Court in Smith, is that 
in such narcotics cases exceptional circumstances are present 
which justify entering a house without a warrant. 
In the instant case one Raimondi, an addict, told the police 
she had been supplied narcotics by going to one Morton who 
would telephone appellant Murphy, leave and return in an 
hour with narcotics (J.A. 98). Raimondi was ascertained to 
Possess no narcotics, given marked money, observed to go to 
Morton’s, Morton to leave and go to the residence of Murphy, 
enter and leave (J.A. 99-102). Shortly thereafter, Morton 
was ascertained to possess narcotics, but not the marked money 
(J.A. 103). Raimondi (ascertained not to possess the marked 
money) verified that Morton had on this occasion telephoned 
appellant Murphy and then left with the marked money (J.A. 
105-106). After Morton, no one had entered or left the 
Murphy premises (J.A. 107, 130, 249). As in the Smith case) 
the facts constituted authority for the officers to promptly then, 
seek to arrest appellant Murphy at her home. 
Unlike Smith, where the factual situation began at 4:30 in 
the afternoon (Appeal No. 14,126, J. App. pp. 16, 28), the factg 
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in the instant case occurred near midnight (J.A. 25, 73). The 
officers did not apply for a warrant. This was after the ordi- 
nary and professional hours of commissioners and judges and 
none was required to be available. Porter v. United States, 
103 U.S. App. D.C. 385, 258 F. 2d 685 (1958). Having ar- 
rested Morton on the street in the vicinity of her house, the 
police knew it was quite possible other persons had seen the 
arrest. and would notify Murphy (J.A. 294). Also, in ac- 
cordance with normal police procedure, Morton would be per- 
mitted to make a telephone call following her arrest. The 
officers were apprehensive that such a call would become a 
warning to Murphy. Any delay at this posture of the events 
could have led to Murphy’s escape or the destruction of the 
contraband. This, the officers knew. (J.A. 216-217, 280-284, 
294.) Cf. Smith v. United States, supra, 254 F. 2d at 763. 

In regard to the rationale involved in Smith, the author of 
Accarino made the following comment in Morrison v. United 
States, 104 U.S. App. D.C. 352, 356, 262 F. 2d 449, 453 (1958) : 


Without attempting to sort out the precise critical 
factor in each one of the great welter of decided cases, 
let us come directly to the point. The necessities of the 
moment make the differences between legal and illegal 
entries in the cases included within our question. For 
example in Smith v. United States, a typical narcotics 
case, the officers sent an informer into a house with 
marked money, and he returned in a few moments with 
narcotics but no money. To postpone arrest until a 
warrant could be sought would, under those circum- 
stances, probably allow the fruits of the crime and con- 
traband to be destroyed. The officers well knew this. 
We there sustained the entry without a warrant to make 
an arrest. [Footnotes omitted.] 


The Morrison case did not involve narcotics offenses. It was 
& sex case. Thus, in that case there was no basis for fear of 
destruction of the fruits of the crime and contraband. 

In the instant narcotics case, as in Smith and Agnello, there 
was no way the officers could reasonably maintain the status 
quo until a warrant could be obtained. “Some flexibility will 
be accorded law officers engaged in the daily battle with crim- 
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inals for whose restraint criminal laws are essential.” 
United States v. Rabinowitz, 339 U.S. 56, 65 (1950). Such 
emergency circumstances in narcotics cases do justify arrest 
in a residence without a warrant. See Shepherd v. Unit 
States, 100 US. App. D.C. 302, 244 F. 2d 750 (1956), and 
authorities relied on in that opinion, reversed on other grou 

sub nom. Miller v. United States, supra; Smith v. United 
States, supra. Thus, the right of the officers here to arrest 
appellants without a warrant is established by clear and tested 
authorities... The ruling of the Court, to the contrary, will 
substantially hamper the enforcement of the narcotics laws. 


B 


At the conclusion of the hearing on the appellants’ motion 
to suppress evidence, the District Court made the following 
findings (J.A. 143-146): 


Detective Hood with Officer Goodrum, both of whom 
were in plain clothes, went up to the front door of 2007. 
Detective Paul stood on the porch of premises 2009, 
next door. The other officers remained in the vicinity, 
some in the front and some in the rear of the house. 
Detective Hood knocked on the door and rang the bell 

off and on for from three to five minutes. No one came 
to the door. He and Officer Goodrum waited, contin- 
uing to ring the bell. Finally the lights came on in 
the hall and on the porch. Then, through the curtain 
at the glass in the door, Detective Hood observed the 
shadow of a woman come down the stairs in the h 

and to the door. In a voice loud enough to be heard 
by Officer Panetta, who was then three doors away, De- 
tective Hood announced that it was the police. The 
woman asked whom he wished to see, and he answered 


7It bas long been settled law that police officers may, under certain 
circumstances, force an entry into a private dwelling and make an arrest 
without a warrant. Mullaney v. United States, 82 F. 2d 688 (9th Cir. 
1986) ; Appell v. United States, 29 F. 2d 279 (Sth Cir. 1928); Mattus \v. 
United States, 11 F. 2d 508 (9th Cir. 1926). This principle of law was 
recognized by this Court in Accarino v. United States, 85 U.S. App. D.C. 
204, 179 F. 2d 456 (1949), and the same authorities cited in Morrison v. 
United States, supra, f.n. 12. 
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that he wanted Estella Murphy. At that time he was 
.holding up against the glass of the door his credential 
folder, bearing his picture and the words “Metropolitan 
Police Department, Washington, D.C.”, in large capital 
letters, followed by a certification in small print that 
the officer was a detective with the Department. When 
the woman parted the curtains on the door, Detective 
Hood recognized Estella Murphy, whose appearance he 
knew. She came close to the glass, almost touching it, 
and looked, but when she saw the police credentials she 
turned and ran from the door and up the stairs leading 
to the second floor. At one point she slipped, but re- 
gained her footing and ran on up. Meanwhile, when 
Detective Hood saw the defendant Murphy turn and 
run, he attempted to push the door in with his shoulder. 
His first attempt was unsuccessful. He was then joined 
by Detective Paul, who had leaped over the porch rail- 
ing on premises 2009; and the officers pushed in the 
door with their shoulders, breaking the lock. They 
rushed in and followed defendant Murphy up the stairs. 


Detective Paul, passing Hood caught up with defendant 
Murphy at the top and placed her under arrest as soon 
as he reached her. At the time she had in her hand a 
brown paper bag containing four hypodermic needles. 
The entry occurred about 11:35 or 11:40 p.m. 


* * * * * 


After reviewing all the facts and circumstances sur- 
rounding the two arrests and the searches subsequent 
thereto, the court concludes: 

(1) When the police went to 2007 Klingle Road, 
N.W., they had probable cause to arrest Estella Mur- 
phy for felonies, namely, violations of the federal nar- 
cotics laws by the sale to Gloria Morton and by 
possession of a supply of narcotics. This being so they 
had the right to arrest her without a warrant. 

(2) When Officer Hood rang the bell, loudly an- 
nounced that it was the police and that he wanted 
Estella Murphy, exhibiting his police credentials 
through the glass of the door to the defendant Murphy, 
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whoin he recognized, he complied with the procedure 
approved in Miller v. United States, supra. Even if it 
should be considered that he did not announce clearly 
that the purpose of his visit. was to arrest Estella Mur- 
phy, it would have been useless for Officer Hood to ex- 
plain any further, since the defendant Murphy; ran 
from the door and up the stairs upon seeing his police 
credentials. In the Miller opinion, at page 310, the 
Supreme Court recognized: 

“* * * Tt may be that, without an express announce- 
ment of purpose, the facts known to officers would jus- 
tify them in being virtually certain that the petitioner 
already knows their purpose so that an announcement 
would be a useless gesture. * * *” | 
Here, the defendant Murphy’s action in running |im- 
mediately upon being apprised of the presence of| the 
police a short time after an illicit sale of narcotics by 
her, detnonstrated full awareness of their purpose and 
made any further announcement useless. | 


Tt is these explicit facts and findings of fact and law which 


constitutes this case. 

In Accarino, this Court stated that “before an officer can 
break open a door to a home he must make known the cause 
for entry.” 85 US. App. D.C. at 403, 179 F. 2d at 465. The 
Court quoted with approval from Wilgus, Arrest Without a 
Warrant, 22 Mich. L. Rev. 798, 802 as follows: | 


Before doors are broken, there must be a necessity for 
so doing, and notice of authority and purpose to make 
the arrest must be given and a demand and refusal of 
admission must be made, unless this is already under- 
stood, or the peril would be increased. [Emphasis 
furnished. ] | 

Thus, this Court clearly recognizes two circumstances which 
May justify noncompliance with the requirement of an at- 
nhouncement of purpose prior to the entry. 

The Supreme Court has recognized the existence of sev- 
éfal circumstances which may justify noncompliance. “Ta 
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Miller v. United States, 357 U.S. 301, 309-310 (1958), it was 
stated: 


There are some state decisions holding that justifica- 
tion for noncompliance exists in exigent circumstances, 
as, for example, when the officers may in good faith be- 
lieve that they or someone within are in peril of bodily 
harm, Read v. Case, 4 Conn. 166, or that the person to 

" be arrested is fleeing or attempting to destroy evidence. 
People v. Maddoz, 46 Cal. 2d 301, 294 P. 2d 6. 


* * * * * 


It may be that, without an express announcement of 
purpose, the facts known to the officers would justify 
them in being virtually certain that the petitioner al- 
ready knows their purpose so that an announcement 
would be a useless gesture Cf. People v. Martin, 45 Cal. 
2d 755, 290 P. 2d 855; Wilgus, Arrest Without a War- 
rant, 22 Mich. L. Rev. 541, 798, 802 (1924). 


In Miller the Government made no claim of the existence of 
exigent circumstances excusing compliance, and consequently 


the Court did not decide that question. 357U.S. at 309. Like- 
wise, the Court held that the evidence was not sufficient to 
justify the officers in being “virtually certain” that Miller al- 
ready knew their purpose so that an announcement would be 
auseless gesture. 357 U.S. at 310. 

The instant case is readily distinguished from Miller. Here, 
the officers gave notice of their authority immediately upon 
their arrival both orally and visually. They employed no 
deceit or subterfuge in making known the fact that they were 
police officers and that they wanted Estella Murphy. Due to 
the complete darkness’ they did not know at first that the 
person to whom they spoke was Murphy. Patently, the facts 
in the instant case are not analogous to those in Miller where 
the single word “Police” was spoken several times in a low 
voice “and might not have been heard by the petitioner.” 
357 US. at 311. Here, not only was there a display of police 
credentials which appellant read, but the word “police” was 
spoken loudly enough to be heard at least as far as three houses 
away (J.A. 71) and the police said: we want Estella Murphy 
which under the circumstances are words of arrest. 


9. 


The facts negate all doubt that appellant knew that the offi- 
cers were there to arrest her. Her flight from the front door 
clearly indicated this. The officers were justified in bemg 
“virtually certain” that the appellant already knew their pur- 
pose. Under these circumstances, a further announcement 
would have been a “useless gesture”. 357 U.S. at 310. 

The “exigent circumstances” which existed prior to the entry 
rendered an explicit announcement of purpose impracti 
as well as legally unnecessary (Br. 17). Appellant’s flight 
from the door presented a “necessitous circumstance” to the 
officers requiring spit-second action on their part. It is clear 
from the above facts that the police here were proceeding by- 
deliberate ritual until the precipitant acts of appellant. Her 
acts legally justified the spontaneous act of the police in enter- 
ing without further announcement of purpose. 

The opinion in the instant case is in direct conflict with the 
Court’s ruling in Smith v. United States, supra? and with 
the principles recognized, inter alia, in Miller v. United States, 
supra, and Accarino v. United States, supra. That opinion 
will have a detrimental effect upon the cause of law enforcé- 
ment of all types of crimes in the District of Columbia, 
whether the police are proceeding with or without a warrant. 


CONCLUSION 


Wherefore, it is respectfully submitted the appeal be re- 
heard and the judgment of the District Court affirmed. 


/s/ Oliver Gasch | 
Ourver GascH, | 
United States Attorney. | 

/s/ Carl W. Belcher 
Cary W. Beicuer, | 

Assistant United States Attorney. 

/s/ Donald S. Smith 
Donatp S. Surru, 
Assistant United States Attorney. 


?“The officers went to the rear door of the house, knocked on the door, 
and announced that they were police officers. When no one opened the 
door, they turned the knob and entered. * * *” 254 F. 24 at 758. 


10 


CERTIFICATE ‘OF GOOD FAITH - 
¥t is hereby certified that the petition is presented in good 


faith and not for delay. 


/s/ Donald S. Smith 
Donaw S. Surrx, 
Assistant United States Attorney. 


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


. E hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Petition for 
Rehearing has been mailed to attorney for appellant Williams, 
Alexander L, Benton, Esquire, 2001 11th Street, N.W., Wash- 
ington 1, D.C., and to attorneys for appellant Murphy, 
Howard Levine, Esquire, and George R. Jacobi, Esquire, 501 
Washington Building, Washington 5, D.C., this 25th day of 
March, 1960. 
/s/ Donald S. Smith 
Dona S. Surrz, 
Assistant United States Attorney. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
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v. * Grand Jury No. 605-59 


Gloria L. Morton : Violation: 26 U.S.C. 4704a 
Estella Murphy ; 21 U.S.C. 174 
Willie Williams : 


CRIMINAL DOCKET 
Parties -Attorneys 


United States U.S. ‘Attorney McLaughlin G.J.No. 


vs. . Mark B. Sandground Wash. Bldg. 
: . Gilbert Hahn Jr. Wash. Bldg. 1. Orig. 
1 L. Morton (35 
gene omton (38): “4G. He Gooduith Ring Bldg. 2. Ort. 


Estella Murphy (38) . H.D. Levine - Wash. Bldg. 
ont Sena . A.J. Grillo-2001-11thst. ,NW 
W. Will 6 , 
Ee ee 20) . H.N. Blaustein Tower Bldg. 3. 605-59 
. A.L. Benton-2001-11th St. , NW 


Criminal No.: 524-59 Charge: VIO. 26, USC, 
4704a, 21, USC, 174 
Date Filed: Bond: 


Date No.1,2, 3: Proceedings 


1959 Presentment and Indictment filed (6 counts) 
Jun 1 No.1,2,3: Copy of indictment given to deft. Cert. filed. 
No.1,2: Deft. COMMITTED to the District of Columbia Jail. 
Commitment issued. 


No.2: Affidavit for leave to proceed without prepayment of 
costs GRANTED and filed. 
ORDER APPOINTING Anival J. Grillo as counsel to 
defend, filed, LETTS, C.J. (N) 


No.1,2,3: ARRAIGNED, Flea NOT GUILTY entered; 
Defendant REMANDED to the District of Columbia Jail; 
No.1,2: Referred for appointment of counsel; 

No.3: Attorney Anival J. Grillo not present. 
LETTS, C.J. (Reporter-Watson) Cert. filed. 


No.1: Appearance of Mark B. Sandground as attorney for 
defendant filed 


Proceedings 


.1: ORDER appointing Gilbert Hahn Jr. as counsel to de- 
fend, LETTS, C.J. (N), filed 


.2: ORDER appointing George H. Goodrich as counsel to 
defend, LETTS, C.J. (N), filed 


.3: ORDER vacating appointment of Anival J. Grillo and 
appointing H. Nathaniel Blaustein as counsel to defend 
LETTS, C.J. (N), filed 


.1 - GLORIA L. MORTON: 
MOTION of DEFENDANT for MENTAL EXAMINATION 
filed, heard and DENIED. 
Defendant REMANDED to the District of Columbia Jail; 
Attorney Gilbert Hahn, Jr. present. 
LETTS, C.J. (Reporter-Sanche) Cert. filed. 


.2: MOTION of Court Assigned Counsel for deft. request- 
ing that the Court order deft. to choose whether she de- 
sires retained or Court-Assigned counsel, Affidavit, 
filed. 


.3: APPEARANCE of Alexander L. Benton entered and 
filed. 


. 3: MOTION of DEFENDANT to quash arrest and to sup- 
press evidence, filed, C/S 


.3: MOTION of DEFENDANT for relief from prejudicial 
joinder, filed, C/S 


.2: Appearance of Howard D. Levine as attorney for defend- 
ant entered and filed. Appearance of George H. Goodrich 
as attorney for defendant entered withdrawn, per praecipe, 
filed. (fiat) Letts, C.J. 

Motion of George H. Goodrich, Esq. for defendant request- 
ing that the Court order defendant to choose whether she 
desires retained or court-assigned counsel, entered with- 
drawn, per praecipe, filed. Letts, C.J. 


.2: Motion of Defendant to quash arrest and to suppress 
certain evidence on behalf of defendant, Estella Murphy, 
Cert. of Serv. and Memo. of Points and Authorities in 
support of motion to quash arrest and to suppress certain 
evidence on behalf of Deft. Estella Murphy. 

Affidavit of Estella Murphy in support of her motion to 
quash arrest and suppress evidence, filed. 


.3: Motion of Defendant to quash arrest and to suppress 
evidence; Motion of Defendant for relief from prejudicial 
joinder is continued until July 10, 1959. 


Date Proceedings 


1959 No. 2: MOTION of DEFENDANT for issuance of subpoena, 
Jun 26 Affidavit in support thereof, filed and GRANTED. 
CURRAN, J. 


Jul 10 .2,3: MOTION of DEFENDANT to suppress the evidence 
and quash the arrest and MOTION of DEFENDANT #3 for 
relief from prejudicial joinder heard and Respited until 
7-11-59. 

No.2: Attorney Howard Levine present. 
No.3: Attorney Alexander Benton present. 
KEECH, J. (Reporter-Walker) 


.2,3: Hearing on defendant's motion to quash arrest and 
suppress evidence and Defendant #3's motion for relief 
from prejudicial joinder resumed, argued and DENIED. 
MEMORANDUM, FILED. 

Defendant REMANDED to the District of Columbia Jail; 
No.2: Attorney Howard Levine present. 

No.3: Attorney Alexander Benton present. 

KEECH, J. (Reporter-Walker) 


.3: RENEWED MOTION to quash arrest and to suppress 
evidence, Points and Authorities and Affidavit in Support 
thereof, FILED, Cert. of Serv. 


.1,2: BY DIRECTION of the COURT, COMMISSIONER'S 
CASES #376 and #377, Docket 9 made a part of CRIMINAL 
CASE No. 524-59. KEECH, J. (Reporter-Walker) 


.1,2,3: TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS, July 10 & 11, 
1959, Vol. 1, Pages 1-68, filed. Clerk's Copy (Reporter- 
Walker) 


No.3: ORDER VACATING appointment of H. Nathaniel Blau- 
stein as counsel to defend, filed, LETTS, C.J. 


No.3: ORDER DENYING Deft's. ''Renewed motion to quash 
arrest and to suppress evidence ", dated July 16, Benes 
filed. KEECH, J. (N) 


.1: Plea Not Guilty withdrawn and Plea of Guilty entered 
to Count one (4704a) 
Case is REFERRED To the Probation Officer of the Court; 
Defendant REMANDED to the District of Columbia Jail; 
Attorney Mark P. Sandground present. 
KEECH, J. (Reporter-Walker) Cert. filed. 


.1 - GLORIA L. MORTON: 
SENTENCED to imprisonment for a period of FIFTEEN 
(15) MONTHS to FORTY-FIVE (45) MONTHS. 
ORAL MOTION of GOVERNMENT for leave to (continued) 


Proceedings 


1900. = : PERRI ne aa 
dismiss REMAINING COUNTS is by the Court granted; 


Dismissal entered as to remaining counts; 

Attorney Mark Sandground present. Deft. remanded to 
D.C. Jail; Judgment and Commitment, filed. 

KEECH, J. (Reporter-Walker) 


Sep 8 No.2,3: Oral motion of Defendant to reduce bond GRANTED: 
Bond set in the amount of $4,000.00. 
Attorney Howard Levine and Alexander Benton present. 
YOUNGDAHL, J. (Gore-Reporter) Cert. filed. 


Sep14 No.2,3: JURORS FROM CRIMINAL PANEL NO. 1 and CIVIL 
JURORS SWORN ON VOIR DIRE; JURY AND TWO ALTER- 
NATE JURORS SWORN: 

Mrs. Blanche L. Hines James H. Johnson 

Miss Marion L. Burke Mrs. Hilda M. James 
Leonard W. Harrington Mr. Cleo L. Graham 
Alexander B. Harrison Herman F. Grabe 

Jasper A. Ford Miss Beatrice R. Greene 
Warner R. Franklin, Jr. Emanuel D. Harrell 

a.1. Raymond M. Lane a.2. Welsey H. Thompkins 
Case is RESPITED until 10:00 a.m. to-morrow; 


Defendant REMANDED to the District of Columbia Jail; 
No.2: Attorney Howard Levine present. 

No.3: ‘Attorney Alexander Benton present. 

CURRAN, J. (Reporter-Williamson) Cert. filed. 


Sep15 No.2,3: TRIAL RESUMED; same jury and alternate jurors; 
Case is RESPITED until to-morrow at 10:00 a. m.; 
Defendant REMANDED to the District of Columbia Jail; 
No.2: ‘Attorney Howard Levine present. 
No. 3: ‘Attorney Alexander Benton present. 
CURRAN, J. (Reporter-Copeland) Cert. filed. 


Sep16 No.2,3: TRIAL RESUMED; JUROR #6 excused and alternate 
juror #1 replaces juror #6; 
Case is RESPITED until to-morrow at 10:15 a.m.; 
Defendant REMANDED to the District of Columbia Jail; 
No2: Attorney Howard Levine present. 
No.3: Attorney Alexander Benton present. 
CURRAN, J. (Reporter-Copeland) Cert. filed. 


Sep17 No.2,3: TRIAL RESUMED; same jury and alternate jurors; 
Case is RESPITED UNTIL Monday at 10:00 a.m.; 
Defendant REMANDED to the District of Columbia Jail; 
No.2: Attorney Howard Levine present. 
No. 3: ‘Attorney Alexander Benton present. 
CURRAN, J. (Reporter-Copeland) Cert. filed. 


Proceedings 


No.2,3: TRIAL RESUMED; same jury and alternate juror; 
Jury charged; Alternate juror discharged; 
No.2: VERDICT: Guilty on Counts 5 & 6; 
No.3: VERDICT: Guilty on Counts 3 & 4; 
No.2,3: Jury Polled in part; 
Waiver of jury poll in part granted at Bench per re- 
quest of defendant's counsel. 
No.2: Information as to previous conviction of deft. » filed. 
SENTENCED to imprisonment for a period of TEN (10) 
YEARS on Count 5; TEN (10) YEARS on Count 6; said sen- 
tence on Count 6 to run CONCURRENTLY with the sen- 
tence imposed on Count 5. 
No.3: Prayers #1 thru 4, filed. 
No.2: Attorney Howard Levine present. 
No.3: Attorney Alexander L. Benton present. 
CURRAN, J. (Reporter-Williamson) Cert. filed. 


No.3 - WILLIE WILLIAMS: Information as to previous con- 
viction filed. 
SENTENCED to imprisonment for a period of FIFTEEN 
(15) YEARS on Count 3; FIFTEEN (15) YEARS on Count 4; 
said sentence to run CONCURRENTLY with sentence im- 
posed in Count 3. 
Court RECOMMENDS commitment to Atlanta, Ga.; 
Defendant REMANDED to the District of Columbia Jail. 
Attorney Alexander L. Benton present. 
CURRAN, J. (Reporter-Copeland) 


No.2,3: AFFIDAVIT of Counsel in support of petition of 
Defendant for leave to proceed without prepayment of costs, 
filed. 


No.2,3: Affidavit in support of application for leave to proceed 
on appeal from Judgment and authorize the transcript of 
both the motions and trial without prepayment of costs 
filed and GRANTED. 

‘CURRAN, J. 
APPEAL NOTED. 


.2:_ JUDGMENT AND COMMITMENT OF 9-21-59, filed. 
CURRAN, J. 


.3: JUDGMENT AND COMMITMENT OF 9-22-59, filed. 
CURRAN, J. 


.2,3: REFUSAL of Deft. to execute election against serv- 
ice of sentence, filed. 


.2: TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS: Vol. I, pages 1-127, 
9-14-59; Vol. , pages 450-480, 9-21-59, filed. 
Clerk's Copy (Reporter-Williamson) 


Proceedings 


No.2,3: REFUSAL of Deft. to execute election against serv- 
ice of sentence filed 


No.2: TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS: 
Vol. I, Pages 1-127, 9-14-59; 
Vol. , Pages 450-480, 9-21-59, filed. 
Clerk's Copy (Reporter-Williamson) 
No.2,3: TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS, 9-14-59, Supple- 


mental, Vol. No. 1, Pages1-3 filed. 
Clerk's Copy (Reporter-Williamson) 


TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS, VOL. 1, Pages 1-266, 
July 10 & 11, 1959 filed 
Clerk's Copy (Reporter- Walker) 


TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS, Vol. 2, Pages 150 to 449, 
Sept. 15, 16, 17, 1959 filed 
Clerk's Copy (Reporter-Copeland) 


| Filed June 1, 1959] 


INDICTMENT 

The Grand Jury charges: 

On or about April 24, 1959, within the District of Columbia, 
Gloria L. Morton purchased, sold, dispensed and distributed, not in 
the original stamped package and not from the original stamped package, 
a narcotic drug, that is, fourteen capsules containing a mixture total- 
ing about 1,100 milligrams of heroin hydrochloride and milk sugar and 
a quantity of white powder in a piece of white paper containing a mixture 
totaling about 130 milligrams of heroin hydrochloride and milk sugar. 
SECOND COUNT: 

On or about April 24, 1959, within the District of Columbia, 
Gloria L. Morton facilitated the concealment and sale of a narcotic 
drug, that is, fourteen capsules containing a mixture totaling about 
1,100 milligrams of heroin hydrochloride and milk sugar and a quantity 
of white powder in a piece of white paper containing a mixture totaling 
about 130 milligrams of heroin hydrochloride and milk sugar, after 
said heroin hydrochloride had been imported, with the knowledge of 
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Gloria L. Morton, into the United States contrary to law. This is the 
same heroin hydrochloride which is mentioned in the first count of this 
indictment. 
THIRD COUNT: 

On or about April 24, 1959, within the District of Columbia, 
Willie Williams purchased, sold, dispensed and distributed, not in the 
original stamped package and not from the original stamped package, 
a narcotic drug, that is, two glassine bags containing a mixture total- 
ing about 30.26 grams of heroin hydrochloride, quinine hydrochloride 
and mannitol. 
FOURTH COUNT: 

On or about April 24, 1959, within the District of Columbia, 
Willie Williams facilitated the concealment and sale of a narcotic drug, 
that is, two glassine bags containing a mixture totaling about 30.26 
grams of heroin hydrochloride, quinine hydrochloride and mannitol, 
after said heroin hydrochloride had been imported, with the knowledge 
of Willie Williams, into the United States contrary to law. This is the 
same heroin hydrochloride which is mentioned in the third count of this 
indictment. 
FIFTH COUNT: 

On or about April 24, 1959, within the District of Columbia, 
Estella Murphy purchased, sold, dispensed and distributed, not in the 
original stamped package and not from the original stamped package, 
a narcotic drug, that is, thirty-four capsules containing a mixture total- 
ing about 2,180 milligrams of heroin hydrochloride and milk sugar and 
one glassine bag containing a mixture totaling about 5,880 milligrams 
of heroin hydrochloride and milk sugar. 
SIXTH COUNT: 

On or about April 24, 1959, within the District of Columbia, 
Estella Murphy facilitated the concealment and sale of a narcotic drug, 


that is, thirty-four capsules containing a mixture totaling about 2,180 


milligrams of heroin hydrochloride and milk sugar and one glassine 


bag containing a mixture totaling about 5,880 milligrams of heroin 
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hydrochloride and milk sugar, after said heroin hydrochloride had been 
imported, with the knowledge of Estella Murphy, into the United States 
contrary to law. This is the same heroin hydrochloride which is men- 
tioned in the fifth count of this indictment. 


/s/ Oliver Gasch 
Attorney of the United States in 
and for the District of Columbia 


A TRUE BILL: 


/s/ *** Foreman. 


| Filed June 5, 1959] 


PLEA OF DEFENDANT 

On this 5th day of June, 1959, the defendant Estella Murphy, 
appearing in proper person and-by hez-attorney- requests counsel be 
appointed by the Court, which is so ordered, and, being arraigned in 
open Court upon the indictment, the substance of the charge being stated 
to her, pleads not guilty thereto. 

The defendant is remanded to the District Jail. 

By direction of 


F. DICKINSON LETTS 
Presiding Judge 
Criminal Court # Assignment 


Present: HARRY M. HULL, Clerk 
United States Attorney By /s/ H. G. Dodd 


By Fred McIntyre Deputy Clerk 
xaxASSt. U.S. Attorney 


| Filed June 5, 1959] 
PLEA OF DEFENDANT 
On this 5th day of June, 1959, the defendant Willie Williams, 
appearing in proper person and without counsel present, being ar- 
raigned in open Court upon the indictment, the substance of the charge 
being stated to him, pleads not guilty thereto. 
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The defendant is remanded to the District Jail. 
By direction of 
F. DICKINSON LETTS 


Presiding Judge 
Criminal Court # Assignment 


HARRY M. HULL, Clerk 
United States Attorney By /s/ H. G. Dodd 


By Fred McIntyre Deputy Clerk 
Asst U.S. Attorney 


eK 


Present: 


| Filed June 19, 1959] 
MOTION TO QUASH ARREST AND TO SUPPRESS EVIDENCE 

Comes now the defendant, Willie Williams, by and through his 
attorney, Alexander L. Benton, and moves this Honorable Court to 
quash his arrest and to suppress the evidence seized herein, and as 
reasons therefor states as follows: 

1. That on or about April 24, 1959, defendant was in lawful 
occupancy of certain premises in the District of Columbia when said 
premises were unlawfully entered and searched by officers of the 
Metropolitan Police Department, whose identity, name-wise, is not 
known to defendant. 

2. That defendant was illegally arrested and certain items of 


property were removed from the premises aforesaid in violation of his 


Constitutional Rights. 

3. That there was no warrant extant pursuant to which the de- 
fendant was arrested and the premises entered and searched. 

4. That there was wholly lacking adequate and proper probable 
cause for the arrest of defendant and the entering and searching of the 
premises. 

5. And for such other and further reasons as will be brought 
to the attention of the Court upon the hearing of this Motion. 


/s/ Alexander L. Benton 


served June.t0, 1959 Attorney for Defendant * * * 


/s/ Oliver Gasch, OCS 
United States Attorney 
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POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF MOTION 
TO QUASH ARREST AND TO SUPPRESS EVIDENCE 


1. Fourth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States. 
2. 18 U.S.C. 3109. 
3. Rule 41(e), Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. 


4. Johnson v. United States, 333 U.S. 10(1948). 
[Certificate of Service] 


[ Filed June 19, 1959] 
MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM PREJUDICIAL JOINDER 

Comes now the defendant, Willie Williams, by and through his 
attorney, Alexander L. Benton, and moves this Honorable Court to 
grant a severance and separate trial as to counts three and four, and 
as reasons therefor avers: 

1. That defendant, Willie Williams, and two co-defendants are 
jointly charged, by indictment herein in six counts, with violation of 
certain Federal Narcotic Laws (26 U.S.C. 4704a and 21 U.S.C. 174). 

2. That the first count of said indictment charges that on or 
about April 24, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Gloria L. 
Morton purchased, sold, dispensed and distributed, not in the original 
stamped package and not from the original stamped package, a narcotic 
drug, that is, fourteen capsules containing a mixture totaling about 
1,100 milligrams of heroin hydrochloride and milk sugar and a quantity 
of white powder in a piece of white paper containing a mixture totaling 
about 130 milligrams of heroin hydrochloride and milk sugar. 

3. That the second count of said indictment charges that on or 
about April 24, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Gloria L. Mor- 
ton facilitated the concealment and sale of a narcotic drug, that is, 
fourteen capsules containing a mixture totaling about 1,100 milligrams 
of heroin hydrochloride and milk sugar and a quantity of white powder 
in a piece of white paper containing a mixture totaling about 130 milli- 


grams of heroin hydrochloride and milk sugar, after said heroin 
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hydrochloride had been imported,with the knowledge of Gloria L. 
Morton, into the United States contrary to law. This is the same 
heroin hydrochloride which is mentioned in the first count of said in- 
dictment. 

4. That the third count of said indictment charges that on or 
about April 24, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Willie Williams 
purchased, sold, dispensed and distributed, not in the original 
stamped package and not from the original stamped package, a nar- 
cotic drug, that is, two glassine bags containing a mixture totaling 
about 30.26 grams of heroin hydrochloride, quinine hydrochloride and 
mannitol. 

5. That the fourt count of said indictment charges that on or 
about April 24, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Willie Williams 
facilitated the concealment and sale of a narcotic drug, that is, two 
glassine bags containing a mixture totaling about 30.26 grams of 
heroin hydrochloride, quinine hydrochloride and mannitol, after said 
heroin hydrochloride had been imported, with the knowledge of Willie 
Williams, into the United States contrary to law. This is the same 
heroin hydrochloride which is mentioned in the third count of said in- 
dictment. 

6. That the fifth count of said indictment charges that on or about 
April 24, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Estella Murphy pur- 
chased, sold, dispensed and distributed, not in the original stamped 
package and not from the original stamped package, a narcotic drug, that 
is, thirty-four capsules containing a mixture totaling about 2,180 
milligrams of heroin hydrochloride and milk sugar and one glassine 
bag containing a mixture totaling about 5,880 milligrams of heroin 
hydrochloride and milk sugar. 

7. That the sixth count of said indictment charges that on or 
about April 24, 1959, within the District of Columbia, Estella Murphy 


facilitated the concealment and sale of a narcotic drug, that is, thirty- 


four capsules containing a mixture totaling about 2,180 milligrams of 


heroin hydrochloride and milk sugar and one glassine bag containing 
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a mixture totaling about 5,880 milligrams of heroin hydrochloride and 
milk sugar, after said heroin hydrochloride had been imported, with 
the knowledge of Estella Murphy, into the United States contrary to 
law. This is the same heroin hydrochloride which is mentioned in the 
fifth count of said indictment. 

8. That there is a conflict-of-interest with respect to the de- 
fendants in this cause. 

9. That the rights of defendant, Willie Williams, will be unduly 
prejudiced if he is required to stand trial with the co-defendants, 
Gloria L. Morton and Estella Murphy. 

10. That defendant, Willie Williams, cannot receive a fair and 
impartial trial if he is required to stand trial with the co-defe ndants 
herein. 

11. That to require defendant, Willie Williams, to stand trial 
with the co-defendants herein will materially hamper and impede the 
presentation, not to mention the preparation, of his defense. 

12. That to require defendant, Willie Williams, to stand trial 


with the co-defendants herein will undoubtedly prejudice the minds of 


the jurors against the defendant; the two female co-defendants will 
give testimony which will prejudice the jury against the only male de- 
fendant. 

13. That alli\defendants herein have been incarcerated since the 
date of arrest and the two female defendants have been in a position to 
communicate with each other and apparently have conspired to exoner- 
ate each other and place all the blame and incriminating evidence on 
defendant Willie Williams. 

14. And for such other and further reasons that will be brought 


to the attention of the Court upon the hearing of this motion. 


MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT 
OF MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM PREJUDICIAL JOINDER 


1. Rule 14, Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. 
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2. United States v. Ball, 163 U.S. 662; Stilson v. United 
States, 250 U.S. 583. 
| Certificate of Service] 


[ Filed June 25, 1959] 


MOTION TO QUASH ARREST AND TO SUPPRESS CERTAIN 
EVIDENCE ON BEHALF OF DEFENDANT 
ESTELLA MURPHY 


Comes now the defendant, Estella Murphy, by and through her 
attorney, and moves this Honorable Court to: 

1. Quash the arrest of the above named defendant which oc- 
curred on or about April 24, 1959. 

2. Suppress certain illegally seized evidence, which was ob- 
tained by the illegal arrest and illegal search of the defendant, Estella 
Murphy. 

In support thereof, the defendant states the following: 

1. The arrests were illegal in that the officers had no knowl- 
edge that the defendant, Estella Murphy, had violated any law at the 
time the defendant was placed under arrest. 

2. That the officers did not have a warrant for the arrest of 
the defendant, Estella Murphy. 

3. That the premises of the defendant were forcibly broken into 
and illegally entered and illegally searched, in violation of the defend- 
ant's rights under the Fourth Amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States. 

4, That certain narcotics (the evidence herein) was illegally 
seized when the body of the defendant was illegally searched, after 
officers of the Metropolitan Police Department, Washington, D. C., 
had illegally and feloniously broken into defendant's place of residence 
in the City of Washington, D. C. 

5. That further, the police officers had no probable cause to 
believe that the defendant had violated any law and therefore had no 


right to feloniously break down two front doors in order to arrest 
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the defendant without a warrant. 

6. That the resulting search of both the premises and the de- 
fendant was not justified as being an incident of a lawful arrest and that 
therefore a search without a proper warrant was totally illegal and in 
contravention of the Fourth Amendment of the Constitution of the United 
States. 

7. That the aforesaid police officers had neither an arrest war- 
rant nor a search warrant for either the defendant or the premises, 
and that the arrest was a mere sham which was used to cover a search 
that was purely exploratory in nature. 

For such other and further reason as will be urged upon this 
Court at the oral hearing of this motion. 

WHEREFORE, the defendant prays that this Honorable Court 
will grant her motion to quash the arrest and to suppress certain 
evidence as set forth above. 


/s/ Howard D. Levine 


Attorney for Estella Murphy 
* ok 


[ Certificate of Service] 


[CERTIFICATE OF DENIAL OF MOTIONS] 
| Filed July 11, 1959] 

On this 11th day of July, 1959, came again the parties afore- 
said; in manner aforesaid the hearing of which was respited yesterday; 
whereupon after hearing further of the evidence, and the arguments of 
counsel the motions of the defendants to quash arrest and to suppress 
the evidence is by the Court denied. 

The defendants are remanded to the District Jail. 

By direction of 


R. B. KEECH 
Presiding Judge 
Present: Criminal Court #2 
United States Attorney 
By ts howther | HARRY M. HULL, Clerk 
Asst. U.S. Attorney By /s/ (Ilegible) 
**F Deputy Clerk 
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| Filed October 29, 1959] 
EXCERPTS FROM TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS 
Washington, D. C. 
Friday, July 10, 1959 
The above-entitled matter came on for hearing on the Motions 
of the Defendants Murphy and Williams to quash arrest and suppress 
evidence, commencing at approximately 12:00 Noon, before THE 
HONORABLE RICHMOND B. KEECH, Judge. 
APPEARANCES: 
On behalf of the Government: 


Joseph A. Lowther, Esq. 
Assistant United States Attorney. 


On behalf of the Defendant Estella Murphy: 
Howard D. Levine, Esq. 

On behalf of the Defendant Willie Williams: 
Alexander Benton, Esq. 


* * * * 


THE COURT: As a preliminary, gentlemen, to the hearing of 


the motion, may Iask: Has there been a showing insofar as Willie 


Williams is concerned; his standing to bring this motion, sir? 

MR. BENTON: Your Honor, the defendant was an occupant of 
the premises. I believe the motion so states. I did not file an affidavit 
but he can take the stand. 

THE COURT: He will take the stand? 

MR. BENTON: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Suppose we let him do it and then we can proceed 
on both of them. 

They are apparently going to be inter-locked; aren't they , 
gentlemen? Let him come around and qualify him. 

Thereupon, 

WILLIE WILLIAMS 
one of the defendants herein, was sworn by The Deputy Clerk, and 


thereafter was examined and testified as follows: 
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MR. LOWTHER: Your Honor, may I have the Court's indul- 
gence to make a request of the Marshal ? 

THE COURT: Yes, Sir. 

MR. LOWTHER: It merely entails going to the witness room. 

THE COURT: Certainly. 

(There was a pause. ) 

MR. LOWTHER: Thank you, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right, sir. You may proceed, Mr. Benton. 

MR. BENTON: Thank you, Your Honor. 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. BENTON: 

Q. Sir, Iam going to ask you to keep your voice up So that 
His Honor and everyone over here can understand what you are saying. 

State your name, please. A. Willie Williams. 

Q. Directing your attention to April 24th of this year, will you 
state where you were living? A. 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest, 
Washington, D. C. 

Q. Was that your regular place of abode? A. Yes, sir. I was 
living there and had a room there for thirty-five dollars a month. 

Q. Is Washington considered your home? A. Yes, sir. 

MR. BENTON: Thank you, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Lowther. 

MR. LOWTHER: I don't believe I have any questions of the 
witness, Your Honor. 

BY THE COURT: 

Q. Which room was yours? A. Well, I had access to the 

whole house, Your Honor. 

Q. Iasked you which room was yours. A. I hada room onthe 
third floor. 


Q. I don't know anything about the house. Tell me, what room 


on the third floor was yours. A. There's three floors to the house, 


Your Honor. First floor, second floor, and third floor. 


Q. Excuse me. If you try to wait and let me ask you the 
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question and then try to answer what I ask you. 

Now, which room was yours on the third floor? A. Well, only 
one room up there, sir. 

@. You mean there is only one room on the third floor ? 
A. Yes, Sir. 

Q. You mean-- A. On the third floor, but I had access to the 
whole house. 

Q. There is only one room on the third floor? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And that was your room. A. Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. 

MR. BENTON: May I inquire further, Your Honor ? 

FURTHER DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. BENTON: 

Q. That was a private dwelling, was it not, this place where 

you lived? A. Was it a private room? 

Q. Private dwelling. I mean the house where you lived. 
A. Yes, it was a private home. 

Q. What was the address? A. 2007 Klingle Road. 

MR. LOWTHER: May I inquire now, Your Honor? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 
BY MR. LOWTHER: 
Q. You say it was a private dwelling, Mr. Defendant. How 


many people were rooming there? A. How many people room there? 
Q. That's right. A. Well, myself, and Estella Murphy--she 
is the landlady. 
Q. Who else? A. Two more defendants. A fellow worked at 


the Post Office. I don't know his name. 

Q. You mean Augustine Green? A. That's him. 

Q. He roomed there? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And Mrs. Green roomedthere? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And anyone else other than yourself, Estella Murphy, and 
the two Greens? Did anyone else roomthere? A. The Green family, 
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the kids. Estelle Murphy's daughter. 

Q. Anyone else other thanthem? A. Her daughter. 

Q. Did you have a key to the front door? A. Did Ihave a key? 
I had a key to the access of the house, sir. 

THE COURT: Mr. Witness, when a question is asked you, 
answer it if youcan. If you can't say so. The question is: Did you 
have a key to the front door. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: All right. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. And yours was the only room on the third floor? A. Yes; 


Q. Your room was not entered by the police; was it? A. The 
room where I was; yes, sir. 

Q. It was? A. Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: No, Mr. Witness. You either understand, or 
you do not understand, or you won't answer it. 

The question is: Was your room or the room which you stated 
was your room on the third floor, entered by the police ? 

14 THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. When the police came into the house they found you in the 
bathroom, didn't they? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And you were seated on the commode, fully dressed; 
weren't you? A. With the commode down; yes, sir. 

Q. I beg your pardon? A. With the commode down. Yes. 

Q. And the bathroom is on what floor? A. On the third floor. 

Q. Thirdfloor? A. Yes. 

Q. What, if anything, did the policemen take from your room 
on the third floor? Your bedroom? A. They didn't take anything from 
my room. 


Q. Nothing from your room. The only thing they took was 


from the bathroom; is that right? A. From my person, is the only 
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thing they took from me; yes, sir. 

Q. Isn't it a fact, sir, that what these policemen recovered 
was some glassine bags in the bowl of the commode on which you were 
sitting when they came in? A. I didn't see them take them, sir. 

Q. You didn't? A. No, sir. 

Q. What did they take from your person, sir? A. They took 
some dolophine tablets that I had a prescription to have. 

Q. Youdid? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. They didn't take any heroin from your person? A. No 
heroin from my person. 

Q. Do youclaim ownership of any articles that were recovered 
by the police from the commode, the toilet bowl on which you were 
seated when they came in? A. No, I don't claim it. 

Q. You don't claim ownership of those items? A. No, I only 
claim ownership of what they took off me. 

Q. All right. And you don't claim ownership of the dolophine 
tablets that were taken from you? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. But not of the articles taken from the commode. A. No. 

Q. Well, what do you seek to suppress here today, sir ? 

A. For what the taken off me. 

Q. Just what they took off of you? A. Yes. 

Q. You don't seek to suppress any heroin, do you? A. Any 

heroin ? 

Q. Yes. A. No, I don't. 

Q. Because you don't claim ownership of the heroin; do you? 
A. No, I don't. 

Q. Huh? A. No, I did not. 

MR. LOWTHER: No further questions. 

MR. BENTON: May I inquire, Your Honor ? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. BENTON: 


Q. Mr. Williams, directing your attention to the night of 
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April 24th, I will ask you if at the time you were searched the officers 
took any marked money from you? A. Yes, they did. 

Q. Is that one of the items you wish to have suppressed today ? 
A. Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: All that I understand, or am I correct Mr. Ben- 
ton, there are two things he seeks to suppress: the dolophine, or 
whatever they are-- 

MR. BENTON: That's not before the Court actually. 

MR. LEVINE: He had a prescription. 

MR. BENTON: He is not charged with that at all. 

THE COURT: The only thing he is asking to suppress is the 
marked money ? 

MR. BENTON: The marked money, and also the glassine bags. 
He is indicted for having possession of two glassine bags containing 
narcotics. 

THE COURT: Where does he get status to sue as to the bags? 
He said they were not his, they were not in his room; and not under 
his dominion and control, I assume. 

Is that right, sir? 

THE WITNESS: Well, they got me charged with them, Your 
Honor, because I was sitting-- 

THE COURT: I didn't ask you that. 

MR. BENTON: The Court's indulgence a moment ? 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

(There was a pause.) 

MR. BENTON: Your Honor, I won't inquire further at this 


time, but later on I think it can be developed and shown to the Court 


just why this defendant does have standing to challenge. 
THE COURT: You have no further questions to ask him? 
MR. BENTON: Not at this time, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: Do you have anything further you would like to 


MR. LOWTHER: No, Your Honor. 
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cd * * * 

THE COURT: The Clerk advised me that one of the persons 
called by the defense counsel is Estella Murphy. 

MR. LEVINE: Gloria Morton, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Gloria Morton, Excuse me. Who is a defendant. 
When you summoned her did you notify her counsel ? 

MR. LEVINE: A number of times, Your Honor. We discussed 
it both in person and on the telephone. 

THE COURT: But does he know his client is going to be called 
today ? Did you notify him to that effect ? 

MR. LEVINE: Yes, sir. Idid. This first came up last week. 
It was postponed until this week. Mr. Hahn was there. I spoke to him 


in the court room and outside of the court room. He advised me that 


he was going on vacation this week but that Mr. Sandground of his 


office would be here. It has just come to my mind that Mr. Sandground 
does not appear to be here. Just shortly before we came back into 
session I asked the Clerk if he would be kind enough, to save time, 
after you arrived back on the bench, sir, to call Mr. Sandground in 
Mr. Hahn's office and ask him if he wouldn't like to be here in the 

event -- 

THE COURT: I think he would because I think she should cer- 
tainly be advised of her rights before she takes the stand. 

MR. LOWTHER: I have two other questions I would like to 

20 direct to the defendant Williams, if he may be placed back on 
the stand. 

THE COURT: All right. Come around, please. 

MR. BENTON: May I consult with him before he takes the stand, 
Your Honor ? 

THE COURT: I don't think you ought to. If any question is put 
to him you have a perfect right to object, if that is what you mean, sir. 
But I don't think you ought to consult with him. 

Iam not suggesting the question put may not be objectionable. 


You have the right to object, of course. 
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Thereupon, 
WILLIE WILLIAMS, 
one of the defendants herein, having been previously sworn, resumed 
the stand, was examined and testified as follows: 
RECROSS EXAMINA TION 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Mr. Defendant, your normal place of residence is, or was 
the City of New York, was it not? A. Iam living in Washington now, 
sir. 

Q. That's not my question. A. No, sir. 

Q. Did you'not, prior to April 24th, Mr. Williams, havea 
residence in New York City? 

* * * * 

23 THE COURT: Do I understand you are going to stand as origi- 
nally, Mr. Levine, you representing one of the defendants, and Mr. 
Benton, you representing the other ? 

MR. BENTON: Yes, Your Honor. 

MR, LEVINE: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: And is that agreeable to you? 

THE DEFENDANT WILLIAMS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: All right, sir. 

BY MR, LOWTHER: 

Q. The question is: Prior to April 24, the date you were 
arrested in 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest, Washington, D.C., you 
maintained a residence in the City of New York, did you not, sir? 

A. Not at that time, sir. 
Q. How long had you had a room-- 
THE COURT: (Interposing.) Excuse me, sir. 


You say not at that time. What do you mean? 
THE WITNESS: He said prior to the 24th, Your Honor. That's 


what I understand him to say. I was living there. I moved to Washing- 


ton at that time. I was living 2007 Klingle Road. That was my 


address. 
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THE COURT: That was, you say, on April 24, 1959. 

THE WITNESS: I came here April 22nd. 

THE COURT: All right, sir. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. When you came to Washington on April 22nd, you had come 
from New York City; had you not? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And prior to April 22nd you maintained a room or some- 
thing by way of residence or abode in the City of New York; is that not 
correct? A. I livedthere, yes, sir. 

Q. Did you not tell the officers on April 24th, when you were 
locked up or arrested, that you were just visiting 2007 Klingle Road, 
and were having a good time shooting heroin in your arm ? 

MR. BENTON: I object to that, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: I will permit him to answer that. 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. You deny telling the officer that? A. I didn't tell him any- 
thing, sir. 

Q. Are you the same Wille Williams who on-- 

MR. LOWTHER: This goes to credibility, Your Honor. 

MR. BENTON: Your Honor? 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

MR. BENTON: If I may, at this time, Mr. Lowther had the 
witness called for a specific purpose. He said two questions, or so. 
I don't think at this time it's proper for him to attack the credibility of 

the witness. 

THE COURT: I think it is important in determining the pre- 
liminary matter which we have here. 

I will permit him to answer the question. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Mr. Williams, are you same Willie Williams, who, on 


February 3, 1953, was convicted of the unlawful sale of heroin and 


sentenced to a year and a day, which you served in Danberry, 
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Connecticut? A. 1953? 

Q. 1953. A. What month? 
February. A. No, sir. 
When were you convicted of that? A. January 29. 
Of 1952? A. 1953. 
1953? A. Yes, sir. 
Did you serve your time in Danberry? A. Yes, sir. 
Was that for unlawful sale of heroin? A. It was, sir. 
All right. Where were you convicted? New York? 


Southern District of New York. 
Q. Are you the same Willie Williams who, in 1955, the 19th 


day of May, was convicted of conspiracy to violate the narcotics laws, 
the Harrison Narcotic Act, and sentenced to five years in New York? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Are you the same Willie Williams who, in July, July 5, 
1954, was convicted of unlawful possession of heroin and sentenced to 
a year? A. No, sir. 

MR. BENTON: I didn't hear the answer. 

THE COURT: "No, sir." 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Mr. Williams, the record that I have before me, not to 
burden you, sir, shows that January 5, 1955, as I read it, you were 
sentenced to a year in New York Penitentiary for possession of heroin. 
Is that a fact, or not? A. It is not a fact. It is not a year. 

Q. Huh? A. It is not the fact. 

Q. Did you have a sentence in addition to the two you admitted ? 
A. In1954-- 

Q. Yes. A. (Continuing.) --I served four months on Rags 
Island. 

Q. In New York. A. Yes, New York. 

Q. On what charge, sir? A. Possession of narcotics. 

Q. Heroin? A. Yes, sir. 

MR. LOWTHER: No further questions. 
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* * 
OFFICER VIRGIL J. HOOD 
was called as a witness by the defendants, and, after having been first 
duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 
28 DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q. Would you state your name and duty station for the record, 
please. A. Virgil J. Hood, assigned to the Narcotics Squad, Metro- 


politan Police Department , Detective. 
Q. Officer Hood, directing your attention to the day April 24, 
1958, at that time did you have occasion to go to 2007 Klingle Road, 


Northwest, in the District of Columbia? A. Yes, I did. 
Q. Would you tell the Court what time of day or night that 


THE COURT: Excuse me. May I ask you a question, Mr. 
Levine. 
MR. LEVINE: Yes, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: Did you say April, 1958? 
MR. LEVINE: I meant 1959, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: I thought you did. 
MR. LEVINE: Thank you, Your Honor. 
BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q. 1959, Officer. A. Yes, Idid. That was about 11:40. 
About 11:40? A. Yes. 
And the address was 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest, was it? 
Yes, it was. 
Who did you go there to see? A. I went there to get Estella 
Murphy. 
Q. Isee. Who was with you? A. Private Goodrum, Detective 
Longo, Bonaparte, and Didone. 
MR. BENTON: I didn't get the first officer. 
THE WITNESS: Private Goodrum. 
BY MR. LEVINE: 


26 


Q. Goodrum, was that a female detective, Officer? A. Yes, 


MR. LOWTHER: It is Goodrum, if Your Honor please. 

THE COURT: Thank you. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Was Officer Paul there? A. Yes, he was. 

Q. Now, sir, when you went there-- 

THE COURT: Before you leave that, Mr. Levine, I think you 
said you went there about 11:40. Was that A.M. or P.M. ? 

THE WITNESS: P.M., Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Thank you, sir. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. When you went there did you carry with you a light or an 
instrument known as an ultra-violet ray light? A. I didn't. 

Q. Did somebody? A. Yes, someone did. 

Q. Who had it? A. I don't know who had it. I know it was 
there. I observed it inside the premises after we had entered. 

Q. And one of the police brought it in, didn't they? A. Yes, 
they did. 

Q. Now, when you went to 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest, did 
you--how did you announce your presence? A. I rang the bell for 
several minutes and no one answered. I waited and I rang, continuously 
ringing the bell. 

Q. How long did you ring the bell? A. I said several minutes. 

Q. Would that be as many as five, do you think? A. It could 
have been as much as five minutes, off and on. I didn't keep my hand 
on the bell. 

Q. Prior to the time that you went to 2007 Klingle Road did you 
know Estella Murphy? A. I had seen her before. 

Q. Were you then and there able to recognize her if you had 
seen her again? A. Yes, I would have been able to recognize her. 


31 Q. Did anyone respond to your ring of the bell? A. Yes. 


After ringing the bell for quite awhile a woman came down the steps 
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and to the door and asked who it was. 

Q. And at that time what did you say? A. At that time I took 
my identification folder from my pocket and placed it to the glass in the 
door and said it was the police. 

Q. All right. And she let you in, did she? A. No, she did 
not. She said, ''Who do you want to see."' I said, "I want to see 
Estella Murphy." 

At that time the woman at the door pulled a little curtain back 
on the inside of the door and I had my identification folder placed 
against the glass and she appeared to be reading it. When she pulled 
the curtain back I got a better view of her and observed her to be Estella 
Murphy. 

Q. Isee. A. She did not openthe door. She let the curtain 
go and started running toward the steps. 

Q. At that time what happened? A. At that time I forced the 


door in with the assistance of Detective Paul. 


Q. Now, sir, when you forced the door open did you do it by 


kicking it in with your feet? A. The door was forced in by my 
32 shoulder. 
Q. By your shoulder. A. Yes. 
Q. It wasn't your feet. A. No, sir. 
Q. In your presence did Mr. Paul kick the door in? 
THE COURT: Mr. who, sir? 
MR. LEVINE: Mr. Paul, Your Honor. Detective David Paul. 
THE WITNESS: Detective Paul was assisting me in pushing the 
door with his shoulder. 
BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q. All right. Who was kicking the door? If you know? 
THE COURT: If anyone, sir. 
THE WITNESS: I don't know. 
THE COURT: Do you know if anyone was kicking it? 
THE WITNESS: If anyone had kicked it I would have known 
about it. 
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THE COURT: Did you see anyone kick it? 

THE WITNESS: I didn't see anyone kick it. 

THE COURT: All right. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. It is your testimony that when you saw her leave the win- 
dow or the glass in the front door and turn around and go back into the 
interior of the house you then began to force the door; is that correct ? 

33 A. That's correct. 

Q. Did you have an arrest warrant, sir? A. I did not. 

Q. Did anyone in your party have an arrest warrant? 

MR. LOWTHER: We stipulate they did not, Your Honor. 

MR. LEVINE: Would counsel also stipulate there was no search 
warrant ? 

MR. LOWTHER: It is so stipulated. 

MR. LEVINE: You stipulate as to both. 

THE COURT: Yes. 

MR. LEVINE: All right. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, when you arrived at the house, Officer, did you ob- 
serve the front of the house? As you arrived at 2007 Klingle Road did 
you observe the front of the house 2007 Klingle Road? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. All right. Didyousee an automobile parked in front of the 
house? A. An automobile parked in the block. There were automo- 
biles parked in the block. 

Q. ITamsorry. I didn't hear you, sir. A. There were auto- 
mobiles parked in the block. 

Q. Did there appear to be an automobile parked in front of the 
house that had its engine running? A. I don't recall that. 

34 Q. Did you station a police officer in front of the house when 
you went to the door? A. It--the other policeman--I went to the door 


with Private Goodrum. We approached the door together. The police 


officers were in front and back of the house. 
Q. So you had officers both in front and back of the house. 
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A. That's right. 

Q. After you and Private Goodrum went to the front door then 
Officer Paul came to the front door just before it was pushed in; is 
that correct? A. Yes, it is. 

Q. Did you go to the back of the house? A. No, I didn't. 

Q. You heard no reports by any of the officers that went to 
the back of the house that there was an automobile in the back yard with 


its motor running, did you? A. No, I did not. 


Q. You heard no report there was a heliocopter in the back 
yard, did you? A. No, I didn't. 

MR. LOWTHER: Did I understand counsel to say helicopter ? 

MR. LEVINE: Yes, I did, Your Honor. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. You heard no reports of any type of vehicle-- 

THE COURT: When you say "reports" do you mean did some- 
body tell him that ? 

MR. LEVINE: Any of the police officers that night that he was 
with. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. You heard no reports from any of the police officers that 
you were with that there was any type vehicle that was presently wait- 
ing to leave the premises. A. No, no one told me of any. 

Q. And you didn't notice that at all yourself, did you? 

A. (Pause.) 

Q. You didn't know of your own personal knowledge-- 

THE COURT: He said he didn't go to the back. 

MR. LEVINE: No. I think he said no one told him, Your 
Honor. 

THE COURT: He said he didn't go to the back; didn't you, 
Officer ? 

THE WITNESS: I didn't go to the back, Your Honor. 

MR. LEVINE: If I might rephrase my question, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Certainly. 
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BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Iask you, Officer, whether or not any of the officers that 

went with you to the address 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest, had 
occasion to tell you whether or not there was any type of vehicle in the 
back yard. 

THE COURT: He has answered that, and he saidno. That's 
right, isn't it, Officer? 

THE WITNESS: That's right, Your Honor. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, sir, when you pushed the door open you say you did 
this to get Estella Murphy? A. I did it to catch Estella Murphy. She 
was running away from the door. 

Q. She was running away from the door. 

And what caused you to go to 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest ? 
A. Ihada reason to believe that Estella Murphy had committed a 
felony. 

Q. And what was the reason to believe this? A. The reason 
that I believe Estella Murphy had committed a felony was the fact that 
we had an informer, a special employee, who said that they had sent a 
woman to this address to get narcotics. 

Q. Isee. A. And they used our marked money. 

Q. Isee. Now, Iam a little bit confused, so perhaps you can 
help me. You say you had an informer who gave you some information. 

37 A. The information wasn't given to me directly. 

Q. All right. Who was the information given to, if you know? 
A. The information was given to Detective Paul. 

Q. And Detective Paul told you what he heard? A. He didn't 
tell me exactly what he heard. He gave me the circumstances briefly 
and I assisted them in making the arrest. 

Q. All right. A. Of the people involved. 

Q@. When Officer Paul gave you the circumstances what did he 
tell you? A. Officer Paul told me that a buy had been made in premi- 


ses 2007 Klingle Road with marked money, from an Estella Murphy , 
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and asked me if I knew Estella Murphy. I told him I would recognize 
her if I saw her. 

Q. All right. 

When he told you a buy had been made did he tell you who made 
the buy? A. No, he did not. 

Q. Did he tell you who the special agent of the Police Depart- 
ment was that set up the buy? A. No, he did not. 

Q. If I mention the name Delores Raimondi would you recog- 

nize her? A. I have heard the name before. 

Q. Isn't ita fact, sir, it was Deloris Raimondi who supposedly 
told Officer Paul what had happened at 2007 Klingle Road? A. Iam 
not sure that that is the woman. I have heard that name before and I heard 
it in the Narcotics Squad, but Iam not sure that that is the woman that 
told him. 

Q. Did Officer Paul tell you who had made the buy allegedly 
from Eestella Murphy? A. No, he didn't. He told me a buy had been 
made. 

Q. You testify that you have no personal knowledge and were 
in no way involved--strike that. 


Sir, from the time twelve noon on April 24th, until eleven 


o'clock P.M. on April 24, did you have anything to do with the prior 


aspects of this case which allegedly culminated in your visit to 2007 
Klingle Road, Northwest, at 11:40 that night? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. All right. What did you have to do with the case prior to 
your visit? A. I took Officer Bonaparte to 2007 Klingle Road before. 
I took him there and went back to the Women's Bureau. 

Q. What time did you take Officer Bonaparte to 2007 Klingle 
Road, sir? A. Approximately 11:00 o'clock. I would say between 

eleven and eleven-thirty. 

Q. Could it have been as early as nine-thirty that night ? 

A. No, it was not. It wasn't nine-thirty. 

Q. When you took Officer Bonaparte to 2007 Klingle Road, 

Northwest, at around eleven o'clock that night why did you take him 
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BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q. Iask you, Officer, whether or not any of the officers that 
36 went with you to the address 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest, had 
occasion to tell you whether or not there was any type of vehicle in the 
back yard. 

THE COURT: He has answered that, and he saidno. That's 
right, isn't it, Officer? 

THE WITNESS: That's right, Your Honor. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, sir, when you pushed the door open you say you did 
this to get Estella Murphy? A. I did it to catch Estella Murphy. She 
was running away from the door. 

Q. She was running away from the door. 

And what caused you to go to 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest ? 
A. I hada reason to believe that Estella Murphy had committed a 
felony. 

Q@. And what was the reason to believe this? A. The reason 
that I believe Estella Murphy had committed a felony was the fact that 
we had an informer, a special employee, who said that they had sent a 
woman to this address to get narcotics. 

Q. Isee. A. And they used our marked money. 

Q. Isee. Now, Iam a little bit confused, so perhaps you can 
help me. You say you had an informer who gave you some information. 

37 A. The information wasn't given to me directly. 

Q. All right. Who was the information given to, if you know? 
A. The information was given to Detective Paul. 

Q. And Detective Paul told you what he heard? A. He didn't 
tell me exactly what he heard. He gave me the circumstances briefly 
and I assisted them in making the arrest. 

Q. All right. A. Of the people involved. 

Q. When Officer Paul gave you the circumstances what did he 
tell you? A. Officer Paul told me that a buy had been made in premi- 


ses 2007 Klingle Road with marked money, from an Estella Murphy, 
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and asked me if I knew Estella Murphy. I told him I would recognize 
her if I saw her. 

Q. All right. 

When he told you a buy had been made did he tell you who made 
the buy? A. No, he did not. 

Q. Did he tell you who the special agent of the Police Depart- 
ment was that set up the buy? A. No, he did not. 

Q. If I mention the name Delores Raimondi would you recog- 

nize her? A. I have heard the name before. 

Q. Isn't it a fact, sir, it was Deloris Raimondi who supposedly 
told Officer Paul what had happened at 2007 Klingle Road? A. Iam 
not sure that that is the woman. I have heard that name before and I heard 
it in the Narcotics Squad, but Iam not sure that that is the woman that 
told him. 

Q. Did Officer Paul tell you who had made the buy allegedly 
from Eestella Murphy? A. No, he didn't. He told me a buy had been 
made. 

Q. You testify that you have no personal knowledge and were 
in no way involved--strike that. 

Sir, from the time twelve noon on April 24th, until eleven 


o'clock P.M. on April 24, did you have anything to do with the prior 


aspects of this case which allegedly culminated in your visit to 2007 
Klingle Road, Northwest, at 11:40 that night? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. All right. What did you have to do with the case prior to 
your visit? A. I took Officer Bonaparte to 2007 Klingle Road before. 
I took him there and went back to the Women's Bureau. 

Q. What time did you take Officer Bonaparte to 2007 Klingle 
Road, sir? A. Approximately 11:00 o'clock. I would say between 


eleven and eleven-thirty. 

Q. Could it have been as early as nine-thirty that night ? 
A. No, it was not. It wasn't nine-thirty. 

Q. When you took Officer Bonaparte to 2007 Klingle Road, 
Northwest, at around eleven o'clock that night why did you take him 
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there? A. I took Officer Bonaparte to this address because of in- 
structions by Detective Paul, who was working with me. 

Q. Have you finished your statement, sir? A. Yes. 

Q. What were the instructions relating to taking Officer Bona- 
parte to 2007 Klingle Road. A. I was driving Cruiser Seventy. De- 
tective Paul asked me to take Bonaparte to this vicinity. 

Q. To the vicinity or to the house? A. To the vicinity. 

Q. Did he tell you what to tell Officer Bonaparte? A. No, 
he did not. 

Q. Did he tell Officer Bonaparte what to do in your presence? 
A. Not in my presence. 

Q. Where did you see Officer Paul when you were told to take 
Officer Bonaparte to 2007 Klingle Road? A. Arrangements were made 

in the Narcotics Squad Office and the Women's Bureau. 

Q. Were you in the Narcotics Squad Office when Officer Paul 
told you to take Officer Bonaparte to 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest ? 
A. No, I was at the Women's Bureau at that time. 


Q. Was Officer Paul in the Women's Bureau? A. Yes, he 


Q. What time was this, sir? A. I don't know exactly. 

Q. All right. Could it have been ten o'clock? An hour before- 
hand? A. No, it wasn't that much time. 

Q. How much time was it, sir? A. I can't say exactly, be- 
cause I don't know. 

Q. How much time elapsed between the time you spoke to 
Officer Paul and the time you arrived at 2007 Klingle Road around 


eleven o'clock at night? A. From the time I took Bonaparte to what 


time? Would you state your question again? 

Q. Yes, Officer, I shall. 

I am trying to find out, if I can what time it was on the night 
of April 24th when you first spoke to Officer Paul about this case. 
A. When I first spoke to Officer Paul about this case was in the Nar- 
cotic Squad Office. 
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Q. Not at the Women's Bureau. A. No, it was not at the 
Women's Bureau. 

Q. Now, did you then go to the Women's Bureau? A. I didn't 
go to the Women's Bureau immediately after I spoke to Officer Paul 
about the case. 

Q. So you first spoke to Officer Paul about the case in the 
Narcotics Squad Office; that's at the main Police Headquarters, is that 
right? A. Yes. 

Q. At Third and Indiana Avenue. A. Yes. 

Q. And then, a little time elapsed and then you went to the 
Women's Bureau. Is that your testimony? A. That's not my testi- 
mony. 

Q. Well, did you go to the Women's Bureau after talking to 
Officer Paul about this case in the Office of the Narcotics Squad on 
April 24th? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Was it before eleven o'clock at night? A. Yes, it was. 

Q. What time was it when you went to the Women's Bureau ? 
A. I don't recall the exact time. 

Q. Now, can you give us any idea of the time on the night of 
April 24th when Officer Paul discussed with you bringing Officer 

Bonaparte to the vicinity of 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest, 
prior to eleven o'clock that night? A. It was after eleven o'clock. 
Sometime after eleven o'clock. 

@. When Officer Paul discussed this with you in the Narcotic 
Squad office? A. When Officer Paul asked me to take Detective 


Bonaparte to the vicinity of the twenty hundred block of Klingle Road, 


it was after eleven o'clock P.M. 

Q. Then you testified, as I recall, that you then went, after 
Officer Paul spoke to you, to the Women's Bureau. Is that correct ? 

THE COURT: About what, sir? I think where the confusion is 
whether he spoke to him with reference to taking Bonaparte or with 
reference to anything else. 

MR. LEVINE: Thank you, Your Honor. 
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Will you answer the question ? 

THE COURT: Iam confused myself. Let me see if I can 
understand. 

I understood you to say it was after eleven o'clock when Officer 
Paul asked you to take Officer Bonaparte to 2007 Klingle Road. Is 
that right, sir? 

THE WITNESS: That's right, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Do you recall when it was you first talked to 
Officer Paul about anything other than taking Bonaparte to 2007 Klingle 

43 Road? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. I talked to Officer Paul in the Narcotic 
Squad Office earlier that night. 

THE COURT: Approximately what time ? 

THE WITNESS: Approximately eight o'clock. 

THE COURT: All right. Does that help you, sir ? 

MR. LEVINE: Yes, Your Honor. Thank you. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. You say you did talk to Officer Paul that night about ap- 
proximately eight o'clock in reference to this case. A. That's right. 

Q. Allright. At that time what did you talk to Officer Paul 
about? A. He asked me if I would assist he and other officers of the 
Narcotic Squad in making an arrest. 

Q. Isn't that the exact question I asked you about fifteen min- 
utes ago? 

THE COURT: Let's not argue. Frankly, I didn't understand 
it myself. I was having difficulty. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, the eight o'clock conversation was the first time you 
discussed this case in reference to 2007 Klingle Road on the night of 
April 24th. A. At eight o'clock I did not discuss premises 2007 Klin- 
gle Road. 


44 Q. You discussed this case. Is that not true? A. I was 


asked by Detective Paul to assist him because I was working six to two. 
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Q. All right. And when he asked you to assist him, what did 
he ask you to do? A. He asked me to assist him he asked me to stand 
by and keep my radio in service. 
Q. Did he call you onthe radio? A. No, he did not, because 
I stayed there in the office, and waited. 


Q. Now, when you took Officer Bonaparte to the vicinity of 


2007 Klingle Road at about eleven o'clock what was Officer Bonaparte 
to do, if you know? A. I don't know. 

Q. Did Officer Paul talk to Officer Bonaparte in the office of 
the Narcotic Squad while you were there? A. He didn't talk to him in 


my presence. 

Q. Did you ask Officer Bonaparte what he was supposed to do? 
A. I didnot. 

Q. You just took him there. A. That's right. 

Q. You weren't curious in any way. 

THE COURT: It isn't whether he was curious or not. You can 
ask what he did or said. 

Ed * bd * 

Q. Was it before you took Officer Bonaparte to 2007 Klingle 
Road? A. Yes, it was. 

Q. Was it around nine o'clock that night? A. I don't know. 

Q. In relation to the statement that Officer Paul made to you 
at eight o'clock to stand by, that he would have something for you to do 
that night, was it before he told you this or after he told you this? 
A. It was after. 

Q. After. How much after? A. I don't recall. 

Q. Now, when you pushed the door down at 2007 Klingle Road, 
you say you did so to catch Estella Murphy. 

MR. LOWTHER: Objection. There is no evidence the Officer 
pushed the door down. 

MR. LEVINE: Or pushed the door in. Excuse me. 

BY MR. LEVINE 

Q. You say you did that to quote catch Estella Murphy ? 
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A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Now, what crime had she committed to cause you to want to 
catch her at her home about eleven-forty on the night of April 24th? 
A. I had reason to believe a felony had been committed by Estella 
Murphy and she was running away from the door. She was running 

49 away from the door after she observed my police identification 
and I had told her I was the police at the door. 

Q. Now you Say you had reason to believe she had committed 
a felony, and that reason that you had to believe she had committed a 
felony was based upon a statement made to you by Officer Paul. Is 
that not correct? A. That's right. 

Q. And the statement that Officer Paul made to you which gave 


you reason to believe that Estella Murphy had committed a felony wae 


the statement that a police informer had told Officer Paul that she had 
given another person some marked money, and that that other person-- 

THE COURT: Excuse me. Had given who, sir? Imissed your 
question. That she had given? 

MR. LEVINE: Yes, sir. 

The statement was that Officer Paul had told--what is your 
name, sir? 

THE WITNESS: The name is Hood. Virgil Hood. 

MR, LEVINE: That Officer Paul had told Officer Hood that a 
police informer had told Officer Paul that she, the police informer, 
had given another person some marked money, and that that other 
person was going to buy some narcotics from Estella Murphy. 

Is that not true, sir? 

THE WITNESS: I can't answer that question because it is too 


MR. LEVINE: All right, sir. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, if you will tell us what it was that Officer Paul told 
you that gave you reason to believe a felony had just been committed. 
A. Officer Paul told me that he believed that Estella Murphy had 
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marked money on her that he had given to an informer to purchase 
narcotics with, and he believed the narcotics had been purchased from 
Estella Murphy inside premises 2007 Klingle Road. 

Q. And this then gave you reason to believe that Estella Mur- 
phy had committed a felony; is that correct? A. That's correct. 

Q. What was the felony that you found you had reason to be- 
lieve she had committed? A. I had reason to believe she possessed 
and sold heroin. 

Q@. Did you discuss with Officer Paul the question of getting an 
arrest warrant? A. No, I did not. 

@. Did you make any attempt to find a Magistrate so you could 
present him with the facts so he could determine whether or not there 
was an issue of probable cause as is required by the Constitution? 

A. No, I did not. 

Q. Did you discuss with any of your superiors whether or not 
this statement from Officer Paul to you relating to what a third person 
was going to do or had done was sufficient to give you-legal reason to go 
to Estella Murphy's house and push the door in? A. Will you state 
that question again, sir? 

Q. Yes. 

Did you discuss with any of your superiors-- 

THE COURT: Mr. Levine, let me suggest: It is very difficult 
to follow the questions put. If you will, make them shorter, please. 

I think all of us could follow them better. 

MR. LEVINE: I shall, Your Honor. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Did you discuss with anybody, sir, whether or not the state- 
ment that Officer Paul made to you was sufficient to go and break in 
the door at 2007 Klingle Road and arrest Estella Murphy? A. Well, 
| oe 

THE COURT: You needn't answer that. Does it make any dif- 


ference whether he discussed it ? 


Isn't this going to be valid or invalid on the facts at hand? 
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MR. LEVINE: Yes, Your Honor, but--may I reply, sir? 
THE COURT: Iam going to deny that: whether he discussed it 


with anybody or not, sir. If you want to solicit all the information and 


whether that was in fact all he had, you certainly may do it; but whether 
he discussed it with the Chief Justice of the United States I do not think 
makes any difference. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Was this all the information you had, sir, or did you have 
more? A. I was in company with Officer Paul and assisting him. He 
was right with me. 

Q. You were the one that made the initial attempt to push the 
door in; is that true? A. We pushed it in together. 

Q. You had no further information? A. No, I didn't. 

THE COURT: May I ask you, Mr. Levine, am I understanding 
the information insofar as this particular occurrence is concerned, in- 
sofar as you participated, was on information you got from Officer 
Paul ? 

THE WITNESS: Your Honor, I wasn't handling the case. Offi- 
cer Paul was handling the case and I was assisting him. 

THE COURT: I understand. What I was really interested in: 
The information which you got as to this particular incident was wh at 
you got from Officer Paul. 

THE WITNESS: That's right. 

THE COURT: Did you know Estella Murphy before ? 

THE WITNESS: I had seen her before. 

THE COURT: Did you know anything about her ? 

THE WITNESS: Only that she was a user of narcotics. 

THE COURT: All right, Mr. Levine. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, sir,--have you finished, Your Honor ? 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

[BY MR. LEVINE: ] 


Q. Now, sir, you were the officer who spoke to the woman 
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who came to the door; isn't that true? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And whatever was said between the woman that came to the 
door and the police was said between you and her until the time the 
door was pushed in; is that true? A. Yes. She was talking to me in 
the presence of Officer Paul and Officer Goodrum. 

Q. But you did all the talking; is that not true? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. And there is nothing that was said before the door was 
pushed in other than what you have told us so far; isn't that true? 

A. Yes, sir. 

Did I give you the conversation at the door, sir? 

Q. Yes, sir. You did. A. I don't know whether I missed any- 

thing or not. 

Q. All right, sir. 

MR. LEVINE: Will the Court indulge counsel just a moment ? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

(There was a pause.) 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, Mr. Hood, directing your attention to the sequence of 
events that occurred after the door was pushed in, who entered the 
house, if you know? A. Officer Paul and myself; we entered first. 

Q. Who else entered, if you know? A. Officer Paul and I 
entered the house together. We ran up the steps. He ran past me and 
caught Estella Murphy. 

Q. When he caught them did he throw her down on the steps ? 
A. No, he did not. 

Q. When he caught her what did he do? A. She slipped on the 
steps before we started running up the steps. 

Q. She slipped on the steps. A. Yes. 

Q. Andasa result of this trip, did she appear to be hurt or 
was she bleeding? A. No, she didn't appear to be hurt. 

Q. When she slipped on the steps and you broke in the door, 


you then ran right to the steps where she was; is that true? A. Yes, 


we ran to the steps behind her. 
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Q. Isee. And Officer Paul beat youto her. Is that what you 
said? A. He passed me on the steps. 

Q. Oh, he passed you on the steps. He was the going up the 
stairs. Is that right? A. She was going up the stairs. I was going 
toward the steps. He passed me and went up the steps too. 

Q. Yes, but when you arrived at the point where Estella Mur- 
phy was when she was there, was she lying on the steps or at the steps ? 
Climbing up the steps? A. When I arrived at the point where she was, 
she was standing and Paul had her by the arm and took her bag from 
her hand. 

Q. Took her bag out of her hand. 

Now, when he took her bag from her hand, what did he do with 
the bag, if you know? A. I don't know. 

Q. Well, did you ask him what he was doing with the bag? 

A. I didn't ask him, sir. 
Q. When Officer Paul had Estella Murphy's bag and was hold- 
56 ing her on the stairs, what did you do? A. Waited for him to 
clear the steps so I could go up. 

Q. Then you went up the stairs. A. That's right. 

Q. When you went up the stairs, where did you go, if anywhere? 
A. I went up the steps--I think Didone or Private Longo--Didone--one 
came up and took Estella Murphy along with Officer Goodrum in the 
front room. 

Q. Now would you answer my question, sir. What did you do and 
where did you go, if anywhere? A. To the bathroom. 

Q. You went to the bathroom. A. Yes. 


Q. Now, what caused you to go to the bathroom? A. I heard 


someone in the bathroom making a noise. 

Q. You heard someone in the bathroom making a noise. Was the 
bathroom door open or closed? A. It was open. 

Q. It was open. And you saw someone in the bathroom, did 
you? A. Yes, I saw someone. 

Q. All right. 
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Who was it you saw inthe bathroom? A. Williams. 

Q. Mr. Williams. Was anyone else in the bathroom? A. Yes, 
it was. 

Q. Who was it? A. It was a child inthe bathroom. This 
child was behind the curtain. 

Q. Was there any evidence of any crime being committed at 
that point? A. Williams was seated on the commode with the top 
down. 

Q. Now, sir, would you answer my question? A. He was-- 

THE COURT: You are asking for a conclusion, aren't you? 
I think it is going to be for me to determine, isn't it, whether there 
was a crime? 

MR. LEVINE: Well, not in reference to that question, but may 
I rephrase it, Your Honor? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

BY MR, LEVINE: 

Q. Now, sir, to your own-- 

THE COURT: Before that, I didn't get an answer, sir. You 
said Williams was seated on the commode and what, sir? 

THE WITNESS: The seat was down and he was sitting on the 
closed commode. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. And when you heard the noise in the bathroom you looked 

in the bathroom, did you? A. Yes, I did. 


Q. And you heard the noise in the bathroom when you reached 


the top of the stairs or while you were still on the stairs. A. When 
I reached the top of the stairs. 

@. Now, where in relation to the top of the stairs is the bath- 
room? A. The bathroom is situated right at the top of the stairs, a 
little to the right maybe. 

Q. And you said you saw Mr. Williams sitting on a closed 
toilet. A. That's where I first observed him. 

Q. And you saw a little girl in the bathroom. A. Later on I did. 
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Q. What was the noise that caused you to rush to the bathroom ? 
A. It sounded like someone was trying to flush the commode. 

Q. Was this indicative to you that something unusual was oc- 
curring? A. Yes, it was. 

Q. If I understand you right, it occurred to your own mind 
through your own thought process that because a commode was being 
flushed that noise sounded suspicious to you and, therefore, you had 

some idea or concept that something illegal was being com- 
mitted. A. That's right. 

THE COURT: In the setting in which he found it, sir, and the 
information at hand? 

MR. LEVINE: Yes, sir. 

Is that your testimony ? 

THE WITNESS: I said yes, sir. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. When you looked in the bathroom you saw Mr. Williams 
seated on the closed commode fully dressed. A. That's right. 

Q. Did you then enter the bathroom? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. What did you do when you entered the bathroom? A. Asked 
him what he was doing. 

Q. Did he tell you he was talking to a little girl? A. He was 
talking to Paul at the time. 

Q. Paul who? A. Detective Paul. 

Q. Oh, Detective Paul beat you into the bathroom? A. We 
went in the bathroom at the same time. 

Q. Didn't you testify, sir, that as you went up the stairs 
Officer Paul had Estella Murphy's pocketbook in his hand and was 
holding Estella Murphy and that you passed him and went up the stairs 

60 and when you got to the top of the stairs or somewhere on the 


stairs you heard a noise that appeared to be coming from the bathroom, 


and you went from the top of the stairs and looked in the bathroom? 
A. AsI told you, I waited until he cleared the steps and then went up. 
Q. Was Officer Paul in the bathroom before you were ? 
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A. We went in there about the same time. 

Q. Did he bring Estella Murphy with him? A. No, sir. He 
did not. 

Q. Where did he put Estella Murphy, if you know? A. Officer 
Goodrum and another male officer took her in the front room. 

Q. You say you and Officer Paul raced in the house first ? 
A. Yes. 

Q. How long after you were in the house did any other police 
arrive, if any ever did? A. They came right up the steps behind us. 

Q. Did Officer Paul bring Estella Murphy up the stairs? 
A. Estella Murphy walked up the stairs. 

Q. With Officer Paul? A. That's right. 

Q. And you walked up the stairs behind them? A. That's 
right. I was right behind them. 

61 Q. You didn't go past them when he cleared the stairs. You 

didn't pass Officer Paul and Estella Murphy-- 

THE COURT: Let him answer the question. 

MR. LEVINE: Did you answer the question? 

THE COURT: You better give it again. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, sir, Officer Paul went up the stairs ahead of you with 
Estella Murphy. A. That's true. 

Q. And you went up the stairs right behind them. A. That's 
correct. 

Q. At that time you looked in the bathroom; is that correct? 


When you got to the top of the stairs? A. After I got to the top of the 


stairs I did look in the bathroom. 
Q. And you say Officer Faul was in there? A. Officer Paul 
and I got in the bathroom at about the same time. 
Q. You walked up the stairs right behind him. A. Yes, sir. 
THE COURT: Is this on the first, second, or third floor? 
MR. LEVINE: This is the second floor; isn't it ? 
THE WITNESS: Second floor. 
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THE COURT: Thank you. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. When you walked up to the bathroom behind Officer Paul, 
Officer Paul still had Estella Murphy with him; didn't he? A. Yes, 
he did. 

Q. Is it not'a fact Officer Paul brought Estella Murphy into 
another room? A. Officer Paul turned Estella Murphy over to Officer 


Goodrum and another officer, whom I don't know which one it was, and 


they took Estella Murphy in the front room. 


Q. Then, what happened next? A. We went in the bathroom 
and observed Williams. 

Q. You didn't have to go into the bathroom to observe him. 
You testified the door was open. Isn't that true? A. It was partly 
open. 

Q. And you saw him sitting on a closed commode with all of 
his clothing on; is that correct ? 

* * * * 

63 Q. When you got to the top of the stairs did you see Mr. Wil- 

liams in the bathroom? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. What was he doing in the bathroom? A. He was seated on 
a commode. 

Q. Was there a door tothe bathroom? A. Yes, there was a 
door to the bathroom. 

Q. Was it a solid door or a glass door? A. It was a solid 
door. 

Q. The door was open, was it? A. It was partly open. 

Q. Open toia point where you could see Mr. Williams, is that 
correct? A. That's right. 

64 Q. At this time did you have the ultra-violet ray light? A. I 

did not have the ultra-violet ray light. 

Q. Did you have it at all that night in that house? A. I didn't 
have it at all. 

Q. Did youiobserve Officer Paul reach his hand down into the 
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front of Mrs. Murphy's dress or whatever her outer wearing apparel 
was and pull something from her chest area? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Did you observe Officer Paul or any other officer examine 
any money in the presence of Mrs. Murphy? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Did you observe anybody using the ultra-violet ray light 
that night in that house? A. Yes. Someone was using the light. Iam 
not sure but I think it was Officer Longo. 

Q. When he was using it what was he doing with it? A. He 
placed it on Williams' hands at one time. I observed that. 

Q. When you went to that house were you looking for Mr. Wil- 
lie Williams? A. When I went to the house I was looking for Estella 
Murphy. 

Q. When you went to the house, as a matter of fact, you hadn't 
seen Mr. Williams before. A. No, I hadn't. 

65 @. And you never knew a man named Willie Williams existed. 
A. Ihad heard of him before. 

Q. Tell us how you heard of him. A. I heard talk of him in 
the Narcotic Squad Office; concerning the work. 

Q. You heard talk of him? A. Yes. 

Q. And nobody ever told you Mr. Williams just committed a 
felony onthe night of April 24th, did they? A. No, they did not. 

Q. And nobody told you Mr. Williams was about to leave the 
premises; did they? A. No, they did not. 


Q. Did anybody tell you Mrs. Murphy was about to leave the 


premises on the night of April 24th? A. No. 

Q. There was no issue at all of Mrs. Murphy running away 
that night; was there? A. No one told me. 

Q. Mrs. Murphy had her own child in that house. A. She 
didn't tell me. 

Q. She told you that; didn't she? A. She didn't tell me any- 
thing. 

66 Q. When you went in the bathroom with Mr. Paul did you say 

anything to Mr. Williams ? 
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THE COURT: What was that question? 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. When you went into the bathroom with Mr. Williams--with 
Mr. Paul, did the officer say anything to Mr. Williams? A. I asked 
him what he was doing. 

Q. What was the reason for your asking him that question? 

A. Because he was acting in a conspicuous manner. (Sic) 

Q. By sitting on top of a closed commode? A. With his hands 
behind him, rattling the commode. 

Q. And this indicated something conspicuous to you? A. It did 
seem conspicuous to me. 

Q. What did he say to you? A. He didn't say anything to me. 
At that time Officer Paul told him to get off the stool. 

Q. When Officer Paul told him to get off the stool did he do 
so? A. He got up, yes. 

Q. Then what happened, if anything? A. He got up off the 
stool and walked just a little to the side and I opened the top up and 
observed two glassine bags containing a white powder. 

Q. Inthe toilet bowl? A. That's right. 

67 Q. You hadn't seen Mr. Williams put them in there; had you? 
A. No, I hadn't. 

THE COURT: Was anybody in there other than that child and 
Williams ? 

THE WITNESS: Those were the only two, Your Honor. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Did you retrieve the two glassine packages? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. What next happened? A. I retrieved the two glassine pack- 
ages. 

Q. Then what happened? A. Took them out and looked at it. 
It appeared to be a white powder in these bags. Officer Paul asked 
Williams if they were his. 

Q. What was his reply? A. Williams didn't say anything. 


Q. Williams just stood silent; is that correct? A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. At this time did you search Mr. Williams? A. No, I did 
not. 
Q. Did Officer Paul? A. I don't know whether Officer Paul 
did or not. 
Did anyone search Mr. Williams at this time? A. I don't 


Did anyone search Mr. Williams that night? A. I don't 


Q. What did you do after you got the two glassine bags and 
saw there was a white powder inthem? A. I took the bags to the 
dresser in the front room and placed my initials on them, -- 

Q. What else--excuse me. A. --and laidthem ina box. 

Q. Inthe front room? A. Inthe front room. And they were 
kept under my observation. 

Q. In the front room where you found Estella Murphy? A. What 
do you mean ''where I found her." 

THE COURT: Was she there? 

Q. She was there inthe room? A. She was there at the time 
I went in. 

Q. Was she being undressed by anyone? A. No, she wasn't. 

Q. Was anyone shining an ultra-violet ray light on her body, 
clothing, or hands? A. I didn't notice anyone shining an ultra-violet 


ray light on her. 


Q. Was the ultra-violet ray lamp in the room at tha time ? 
A. I don't know. 
69 Q. It was in the house though during this period. A. Yes. 
Q. Who had it? A. I think Officer Longo, like I told you 


before, but Iam not sure. 


Q. Was Officer Longo in the front room with Mrs. Murphy ? 
A. You mean at this time? 

Q. Yes, sir. A. I don't know. 

Q. What transpired in the front room when you went in to put 


the glassine bags on top of the bureau? 
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THE COURT: Just a moment. I think we have to reach the 


point where there should be some reasonable limitation on what we 


are doing. I assume your motion is based on the lack of probable 
cause and lack of a warrant, either arrest warrant or search warrant. 
We don't want to try the case on the merits at this time. I don't want 
to cut you off on your motion. 

MR. LEVINE: May government counsel and I approach the 
bench, Your Honor ? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

(At the Bench:) 

MR. LEVINE: My reason for being so detailed and specific, 
Your Honor, is because I understand there was some commentary by 
the police officers,’ colloquy along this line: ''We are looking for 
marked money. You got the money.” 

70 They had this light and they are shining it all over the girl, 
Mr. Williams, and Estella Murphy. Finally, they found white pow- 
der on Mr. Williams and said, ''This is the man." 

THE COURT: If that is what you want, you can ask that. 

Frankly, I have let you go to extraordinary latitudes. 

MR. LEVINE: I appreciate that, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: But we can't try the case now. 

MR, LEVINE: I wasn't trying to try the case, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Iam not saying that. I think I have been extra- 
ordinarily liberal. 

MR. LEVINE: Yes, sir. 

(In open court:) 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Officer Hood, didn't any police officers that night in that 
house ask: "All right. Who's got the money?" A. No. 

Q. When you were in that house were you or any other offi- 
cers looking for marked money? A. I wasn't. 

Q. Was anybody else? A. Detective Paul told me he believed 


the marked money was in that house. 
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And this was before you went into the house? A. Yes, it 


Q. Before you even arrived onthe front porch. A. No. 

Q. When was it, sir? A. When we arrived at the front porch. 

Q. When you arrived at the front porch he told you he believed 
marked money was in the house. A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And he wanted to findthe marked money, is that right ? 

A. He didn't tell me he wanted to find it. 

Q. Was that one of the reasons for going to the house ? 
A. One of whose reasons ? 

Q. One of his reasons or one of your reasons. A. I don't 
know what his reason was. 

@. Was that one of your reasons? A. My reason for going 
to the house was as I stated to you before. 

Q. And you had no need or desire in mind to find the marked 
money, to help Officer Paul. A. If he asked me to help him find it I 
would have assisted him. 

Q. Did he ask you? A. No, he didn't ask me to help him find 
the marked money. 

72 Q. Did he tell you that he knew who had the marked money? 
A. He told me who he believed had it. 

Q. Who did he tell you he believed had the marked money ? 

A. He said he believed that Estella Murphy had it, before we entered 
the house. 

Q. After you entered the house in truth and in fact you found 
Mr. Willie Williams had it; isn't that true? A. I didn't find that any- 
body had it, sir. 

Q. To your knowledge did anybody find who had it? A. I 


assume that they did, if you want me to assume. 

Q. Did you ask Officer Paul after you left the house whether 
or not he found the marked money? A. I did not. 

MR. LEVINE: All right, sir. If the Court will indulge 


counsel ? 


THE COURT: Yes. 


* * * 


GLORIA MORTON 
was called as a witness for and on behalf of defendants Murphy and 


Williams, and after having been sworn by the Deputy Clerk, was exa- 


mined and testified as follows: 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Would you state your name for the record? A. Gloria L. 
Morton. 

Q. I would like to ask you just three of four questions, ma'am. 

On the night of April-- 

THE COURT: May I interrupt you before you do it? 

MR. LEVINE: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: Madam, as you see, standing next to you is your 
counsel. We have called him here to advise you. When a question is 
put by anyone, including the Court, before you answer if you have any 
question about it you may confer with counsel. 

You may proceed, sir. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Directing your attention to the night of April 24, 1958, did 
you have occasion for any reason, and don't tell us the reason, to see 
any police officer that night--any police officer from the Narcotic 
Squad that night? A. I decline to answer under the Fifth Amendment 
of the United States Constitution. 

MR. LEVINE: I assure Your Honor this is in no way incrimi- 
natory and the answer yes or no has nothing to do with self- 
incrimination. 

THE COURT: I think I will hold that it may be. I think it is 
under the Blau case is Colorado. I will hold if she asserts the Con- 
stitution she is protected. 

It could be a link in the chain but I think the Supreme Court 


said--you gentlemen are familiar with it, Iam sure. 


79 
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MR. LEVINE: Iam not, but I will take your statement, Your 
Honor. 

Am I precluded, then, from asking any questions about that ? 

THE COURT: No, but she may assert the Fifth Amendment, 
if it tends to incriminate her. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q@. Now, ma'am, on the night of April 24 did you tell anyone 
anything about any of your activities on that night? A. What did you 
say? 

Q. Just answer yes or no. 

THE COURT: No, don't you do that. You confer with your 
counsel and see if you want to answer it at all. 


(There was a pause while the witness conferred with Mr. 


Sandground.) 


THE WITNESS: I decline to answer. 

THE COURT: For the reason heretofore stated ? 

THE WITNESS: Self-incriminating. 

THE COURT: For the reason stated: the Fifth Amendment ? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

MR. LEVINE: Nothing further, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: I understand you decline to answer because your 
answer might tend to incriminate you. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: And you, therefore, assert your right under the 
Fifth Amendment. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

MR. LEVINE: Nothing further. 

MR. LOWTHER: I have one question. 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. And don't answer this either, madam, 
until you talk to your counsel. 

MR. LOWTHER: This is just for the purpose of the record, 
Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right, but I want to say the same to you as I 
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did to other counsel. 
CROSS EXAMINATION 
BY MR. LOWTHER: 
Q. If I understand you correctly, Miss Morton, that because of 
your rights under the Fifth Amendment of the Constitution you not only 
have refused to answer questions, but you would refuse to answer any 


questions put to you in court today concerning what transpired in the 


evening hours of the 24th day of April of this year; is that right ? 


A. I decline to answer the question. I claim the privilege against 
self-incrimination under the Fifth Amendment of the United States Con- 
stitution. 

THE COURT: And you would assert that right to any questions 
put relating to that evening; is that right? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

bd * * 

OFFICER VIRGIL HOOD 

resumed the witness stand, and, having been previously sworn was 
examined and testified further as follows: 

MR. LEVINE: I have nothing further. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Officer, Hood, before you went into premises 2007 Klingle 
Road, Northwest, Washington, D.C., in the evening hours of April 
24th, 1959, did you have in your possession information that there had 
been a contact--a conversation between a person known as Raimondi 
and a person known as Gloria Morton at an earlier time that evening 
at premises 706 Quincy Street, Northwest, Washington? A. Yes, I 

did. 

Q. Is it a fact, Officer, that before you went into the Klingle 
Road premises that night you had knowledge that the conversation be- 
tween the person known as Raimondi and the defendant Morton, who 
was just on the stand, at 706 Quincy Street, Northwest, had to do with 
a request by Raimondi of Morton to purchase for Raimondi a certain 
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quantity of heroin for which Raimondi had given Morton marked money 


furnished by the Narcotic Squad? Did you know that? A. Yes, I had 
that information. 

Q. Youdid. A. Yes. 

Q. Before you went into Klingle Road, Officer Hood, you also 
knew, did you not, that Gloria Morton--strike that--that--yes, that 
Gloria Morton had left premises 706 Quincy Street, Northwest, earlier 
that evening and had been surveilled by the police officers over at 2007 
Klingle Road, Northwest. You knew that, didyou? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. And you also had information in your possession before 
you went into Klingle Road, Northwest, Officer, that after Gloria 
Morton had remained for a period of time in the Klingle Road address 
she then left and was surveilled by police officers back to the vicinity of 
Seventh and Quincy Street, Northwest, Washington, did you not ? 

A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Before you went into Klingle Road you also knew that Gloria 
Morton had been arrested on the streets in the vicinity of Seventh and 
Quincy Street, Northwest, Washington, didn't you? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. And you also knew, Officer, did you not, before you went 
into Klingle Road, that upon the search of Gloria Morton's person in 
the Women's Bureau by Officer Goodrum, a police woman, that there 
was recovered from Gloria Morton a certain quantity of a white powder 
capsules which, she, Morton, told the police officers was heroin; 
didn't she? A. Yes, that's right. 

Q. All right, sir. And you also knew, did you not, sir, before 
you went into Klingle Road, Northwest, 2007, that evening, that ultra- 
violet light had been placed upon the hands of Gloria Morton after she 
had been arrested and that her hands reacted to the light in such a 
fashion that it showed that she had handled the marked money which had 
previously been treated with a powder. Didn't you know that? A. I 
was told that by Officer Longo. 

Q. Before you went into Klingle Road. A. That's right. 

Q. All right. Now, then, when you got to the Klingle Road 
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address, 2007 Klingle Road, you rang the door bell for some several 


minutes, I think you said. A. That's correct. 

Q. And at first there was no response. Is that right? 
A. That's right. 

Q. When, if at all, did you notice any electricity, any electric 
light inside the premises before anyone appeared at the door, if such 
there was? A. When I approached the door I observed a light on up- 
stairs. 

Q. And could you see when the person approached the door, 
who finally came there, could you see that person, by way of shadow 
coming down the stairs? A. Yes, I could see the shadow of the 
person. 

Q. All right. When that person got downstairs, inside the 
door of the Klingle Road premises were there any lights put on on the 
porch? A. Yes,)a light was put on on the outside of the porch. 

Q. It was. And was there a light put on inside the door in the 
vestibule, so to speak? A. No, not at that time. 

Q. Was there a light put on there later, in the vestibule before 
you gained entry to 2007 Klingle Road? A. Yes. 

84 Q. Was that light put on in the vestibule, inside the door, be- 
fore you put your credentials up to the glass, your police credentials ? 
A. No, it wasn't. 

Q. Was it put on after you put up your credentials? A. Yes. 

Q. And was it put on while your police credentials were being 
held against the glass of the door? A. Yes, that's right. 

Q. Now, you have your credentials with you today that you ex- 
hibited, or placed against the glass that day, April 24th? A. Yes, I 
do. 

Q. Would you take them out, please, and show them to His 
Honor ? 

(The witness handed his credentials to the Court. ) 

MR. LEVINE: May we see them, Your Honor ? 

THE COURT: Certainly. 
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(Counsel looked at the credentials. ) 

MR. LEVINE: Thank you. 

THE COURT: The record may reflect that the officer handed 
me his credentials and I have in turn shown them to counsel for the 
two defendants. Thank you, Officer. 

MR. LEVINE: If the Court please, may the record reflect that 
the vast portion of the credentials are printed in extremely small type? 

Far smaller than the average smallest typewriter type. 

THE COURT: Frankly, it might be better if these forms are 
still available, if we could get specimen copies. 

MR. LOWTHER: I am sure we can. 

THE COURT: We can agree on that for the record because 
there is, Mr. Levine, varying type on here. Some of it is rather 
small, as you suggest, some of it is quite large. There is the police 
shield on one-half of it, and the picture of the officer on the other. 

MR. LEVINE: The picture being an inch and a half square, 
Your Honor ? 

THE COURT: I would say so. But if these forms are still 
available I will ask you to get for the record specimen copies so they 
speak for themselves. 

MR. LEVINE: Could the Police Department furnish a photo- 
copy of that form? Just a photograph. 

MR. LOWTHER: I will try to get a photograph, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: No, I don't want to take the officer's creden- 
tials away because this is not the only case he has, I know. 

MR. LEVINE: I don't propose taking his credentials away. 
Might the Court ask the officer or the government that at any time 
convenient to them and this gentleman to have a picture taken in the 
exact size of this form. 

THE COURT: I will ask you to get specimen copies and that 
will show the typing on it and the form, and it will do everything ex- 
cept show his picture which I think you will concede is in fact a pic- 


ture, and a pretty good one of this officer, and it will show the size 
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of it by the square where the picture is mounted. I think that is a 
pretty fair description; isn't it? 

MR. LEVINE: I think it is, Your Honor, if the picture is 
the size of the square. I didn't notice if there was a square or not. 

THE COURT: What I meant was, Iam sure there is a place 
for the picture to be superimposed. 

MR. LEVINE: As long as we could show the size. It appears 
to be about an inch and a half. 

THE COURT: That's right. I deliberately acquiesced in what 
you said so it would show the size. Thank you, sir. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Officer, one other question before I proceed to what 
transpired at the door. Before you went into premises 2007 Klingle 
Road, Northwest, on the evening hours of April 24th, you knew, did 
you not, Officer, or had knowledge, that after Gloria Morton was seen 
to leave those premises at an earlier hour that evening that those 


premises had been kept under surveillance by an officer or officers 


of the Police Department and before you went in you knew that they had 


informed you and the other officers that no one had been seen to 
enter or leave the premises after Gloria Morton left there, other than, 
I believe, a younster go in; is that a fact? 

MR. LEVINE: Don't answer until I pose an objection. 

THE COURT: Yes,sir. 

MR. LEVINE: Your Honor, I know that this is cross examina- 
tion, but this is a very unusual motion and we are ina very unusual 
posture of this case. Defendant's counsel had to take the witness on 
direct in order to bring to the Court certain facts which would be re- 
quired for the Court to determine the legal aspects of this motion. 

I, therefore, ask that that entire question be stricken and that 
government counsel refrain from putting words in this man's mouth, 
even though he is on cross. 

You see, Your Honor, the issue here is: How best can we 


administer justice under the Constitution and still have this man 
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testify as to what happened and have the government cross examine 
him if they want to. 

Now, we find that the peculiar thing of the government giving a 
rigorous cross examination to one of its own agents because of the 
unusual posture of the way this case must be presented to show to the 
Court the legal issues involved. 

THE COURT: I would assume we are interested in getting the 
true facts, sir. I think he is now attempting to cross examine, the 

witness having been called by you, sir. 

I think he is entitled to cross examine. 

MR. LEVINE: That's true, Your Honor, but it appears now 
that there is no attempt to get any true facts or to refute or impeach 
what the man said on direct. 

THE COURT: I would not make such an allegation as that be- 
cause I deem Mr. Lowther to be a reputable man. I have never seen 
to the contrary. 

MR. LEVINE: In no way am I impugning Mr. Lowther, Your 


Honor. Iam only saying to the Court that I think it is highly improper 


in the present posture of the case to repeat an entire sequence of events 
that has never been testified to here. Asa matter of fact, the record 
shows he didn't know Gloria Morton or her name, and then have him 
say is that true or false. 

THE COURT: I think on cross examination he is entitled tothe 
questions put, sir. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. The question is this: Before you went into the Klingle Road 
premises that evening you knew, did you not, that the premises at 
Klingle Road had been under surveillance by members of the Narcotic 
Squad from the time Gloria Morton left the premises earlier and that 
those officers had imparted knowledge to you and your brother officers 
before you went in that no one had been seen to enter or leave the 
Klingle Road premises subsequent to Morton's departure except, I 

believe,the young girl, Is that a fact? A. Yes, I was 
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informed of this. 

Q. Before you went in. A. That's correct. 

Q. Now, then, when the person who came down the stairs 
first approached the front door of the Klingle Road premises that 
evening were you able to see her, the person's features, or was the 
front door covered with a curtain? A. The front door was covered 
with a curtain. 

Q. There came atime when that curtain was parted so that 
you could see who the person was inside. Is that not a fact? A. Yes, 
sir. 

Q. When the curtain was parted you recognized the person on 
the inside to be this defendant, Estella Murphy; is that right ? 


A. That's correct. 


Q. Now, is it the fact, sir, that you put your credentials-- 


well, I want you to tell His Honor and go through the motions, if you 
will--describe to His Honor just exactly what you did with those cre- 
dentials and how close this defendant Murphy's face got to those cre- 
dentials when you held them in your hand. A. When Estella Murphy 
came to the door she asked who it was and I displayed my identification 
right up to the glass in this manner (demonstrating). 

90 Q. You placed it against the glass? A. I placed it against the 
glass. She got real close to the glass and almost touching the glass to 
look. When she saw the picture and the police identification she ran 
away from the door. 

Q. When was it, Officer Hood, that you made known, if you 
did, who you were at the premises looking for? 

MR. LEVINE: I object, Your Honor. May we approach the 
bench for a moment, please? 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

(At the Bench:) 

MR. LEVINE: I am going to talk in a very low voice. Iam 
referring to the case of Miller versus the United States which is a 
very recent case, which goes on to say unless the police, when they 
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go there tell the person before they go in what they intend to do, all 
the stuff gathered is illegal. On direct examination I asked if that was 
everything and he said it was. Now, in the proper administration of 
justice it would be absolutely improper in any way to try to put words 
in this man's mouth: that when he got to the door he told her he was a 
policeman and if she didn't open the door he would break it in. Even 
though he is on cross examination I think it is something I must object 
to. 

THE COURT: I think, Mr. Lowther, out of an abundance of 
caution, you might ask what he did at that point and if he exhausted his 
recollection. 

All right, gentlemen. 

(In open court:) 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Officer, I want you to tell His Honor, if you will, please, 
from the time you first got to the door of the premises at Klingle 
Road that evening on this date, what you said. Tell it in your own words 
and give the tone of voice, if you can, please, and tell us what you did 
and said. A. I approached the door at 2007 Klingle Road and rang the 
bell for several minutes off and on. No one came to the door. We 
waited. I observed the shadow of a woman coming down the steps in- 
side the premises. She came down the steps, came to the door and 
asked who it was. I said, "It's the police.'' She asked who we 
wanted. I said, "Estella Murphy." 

At that time I was holding my identification to the window, 
against the window of the door, and Estella Murphy, the woman behind 
the door, pulled a curtain back and held her face to the glass, taking 
a look at the identification. 

When she saw the police identification she ran away from the 
door. At that time Officer Paul and I forced the door in and entered 


the premises. 


* * * * 


Q. Now, Officer, was there any statement made by this 
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defendant Murphy as to whether or not she was in fact Estella Murphy 
before she turned and ran? A. She said, "Estella Murphy is not in." 
No. She said, '"'Estella's not here now. She will be back shortly." 

@. When you say that you and Officer Paul forced the door, I 
want you to tell His Honor in your own words just exactly what you re- 
member that you did and what you saw Officer Paul do by way of open- 
ing the door, forcing the door. A. I told Paul that she was running 

away from the door and at the same time I put my shoulder to 
the door with force and it didn't go in that time, and the second time 
I put my shoulder to the door I put it to the door with Officer Paul's 
assistance and the door went in. 

Q. The door went in? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you have occasion, Officer Hood, at any time subse- 
quent to your entry into premises 2007 Klingle Road to examine what, 
if any, damage you and Officer Paul had caused to the door. In other 
words, what it looked like after you forced it in. A. Well, I did take 


a look at the door on the way out--on the way out of the premises. I 


didn't look at it as I entered, but I took a look at it when I came out. 

Q. What did it look like? A. The catch to the door was hing- 
ing by one screw. 

MR. LOWTHER: Would you indulge me one second, please, 
Your Honor ? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Did you say it was the police to the person behind the door 
before or after the person began to run upstairs ? 

MR. LEVINE: Objection. May we approach the bench, Your 
Honor ? 

94 MR. LOWTHER: Your Honor, I see no need to approach the 

bench. 

MR. LEVINE: This is very crucial, Your Honor, and I would 
like to approach the bench and excuse the witness. 

MR. LOWTHER: There is no jury. 


61 

THE COURT: All right. You may step down. Come to the 
bench. Get down a minute, Officer. 

(At the bench:) 

MR. LEVINE: I would like once again to make my objection 
that we are within the confines of the Miller case. For the government 
now to re-examine a witness to meet the characteristics of the Miller 
case after the witness testified twice on direct and two or three times 


on cross examination with nothing about the police, and the record will 


speak for itself-- 


THE COURT: He has just stated he recited police. Let's look 
and make sure of that so there will be no question. Do you understand 
he did not say "police"? 

MR. LEVINE: If I might say-- 

THE COURT: You can Say yes or no. 

MR. LEVINE: I didn't hear it. 

THE COURT: Let's find out. Let's check it. 

MR. LEVINE: I agree for the record if everybody says so he 
must have said it. The point is, at this time I again ask the Court, 
in the administration of justice, and in view of the Miller case, to 

somehow limit the questions to what his purpose was. That is 
the crucial point. 

He never said a word that he told her the purpose of his visit 
when he was there. Now, to allow the government todothis on cross 
examination is, in my view, somethingI must object to. 

THE COURT: Don't let me indicate by my silence that your 
statement of several times is accurate. I would rather rely on the 
record. But I think he has a perfect right to ask him what occurred, 
on cross examination. 

MR. LEVINE: I agree, but does he have the right to ask, 
"Isn't it a fact you told her your purpose for the visit was to arrest 
her"'? 

THE COURT: I think he already said that. 

MR. LEVINE: That he told Estella Murphy the purpose ? 
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THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

MR. LEVINE: And that he told her he was there to-- 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

MR. LEVINE: I make my objection on that basis. 

(In open court:) 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Officer Hood, my question to you was this, I believe: Did 
you use the words, '"It is the police,"' in substance, before or after the 
person Murphy started to run up the stairs at Klingle Road? A. I said 

96 it before. 

Q. And didiyou show your credentials in the glass of the door- 
way before or after the person Murphy ran up the stairs? A. Before. 

Q. When you said, "It is the police,"’as best you can will you 
tell His Honor whether it was as you talk in court today, louder or 
softer tone of voice? A. I spoke ina loud voice. 

* * * 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. You testified, sir, that you had knowledge that Gloria Mor- 
tontooka cab down to Estella Murphy's house? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. And did you know who the cab driver was? A. No, I did 
not. 

97 Q. Did you know how many people were inthe cab? A. No, I 
did not. 

Q. All right. 

Q. Did you'testify you had knowledge that Gloria Morton went 
to Estella Murphy's house that night by cab? A. I had information that 
she went to Estella Murphy's house. 

Q. By cab. Is that true? A. I don't think I was told it was 
by cab. 

Q. And you had information she was under surveillance on the 
trip from her house on Quincy Street to Estella Murphy's house on 
Klingle Road; isn't that true? A. Yes, I did. 
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Q. Did you have information that--you had no knowledge how 
she got there; is that true? A. No, I don't know how she got there. 

@. Did you have any knowledge as to how she left Estella 
Murphy's house when she did? A. How Gloria Morton left Estella 
Murphy's house ? 

Q. Yes, after she left, how did she get back to her house ? 
By what mode of conveyance? A. I think it was discussed that she 
came back on a bus. 

Q. Did you have any knowledge as to how many people were on 
the bus on the trip that she made back? A. No. 

98 Q. Did you have any knowledge as to whether or not, how long 
the bus trip took? A. No, I didn't. 

Q. Did you have any knowledge as to where else she might have 
stopped between the time she left her house on Quincy Place and the 
time she returned to her home on Quincy Place or the vicinity of her 
home when she was arrested, as you testified? 

THE COURT: Mr. Levine, I have to state to you again: By the 
time you get through, sir, we can't remember the first part of your 
question. 

MR, LEVINE: Excuse me. 

THE COURT: All right. Let's try to break it down. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Did you have any knowledge, sir, that she went anywhere 
else that night? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Did you ask anybody if she went anywhere else that night ? 
A. No, I did not. 

Q. Did you ask anybody if she went anywhere else that night 
from the time she left her house on Quincy Street until she got to 
Estella Murphy's house? A. No, I didn't. 

Q. Did you ask anybody if she stopped anywhere along the way 

99 or visited with anybody along the way from the time she left 


Estella Murphy's house until the time she arrived back to the vicinity 


of her home where, apparently, she was arrested? A. No, I didn't ask 
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anybody any questions about Estella Murphy or Gloria Morton. 

Q. So you had no knowledge of any kind as to anything else that 
Gloria Morton might have done during the time you were advised she 
was under surveillance. A. They hada discussion, the officers in- 
volved in the case had a discussion before we enteredthe premises 
and at that time they discussed what had transpired during the time 
Gloria Morton was under surveillance. 

Q. During this discussion did they tell you how many people 
were on the bus during Gloria Morton's return home from Estella 
Murphy's home? A. They may have but I don't remember. 

Q. Isn't it a fact, sir, they mentioned thirty-eight people got 
on and off that bus during that trip? A. I don't remember. 

Q. They did discuss that people did get on and off the bus; 
didn't they? A. They didn't discuss to my knowledge. 

Q. Isn't it a fact, sir, they discussed that Gloria Morton 
stopped somewhere between Estella Murphy's house and the point 

100 where she was arrested? That is, on the trip back from 
Estella Murphy's house? A. I don't remember. 

Q. They could have; couldn't they ? 

THE COURT: It doesn't help if he has no recollection, sir. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Isn't ita fact that they told you she came down by cab? 
A. Idon't remember. 

Q. Did you ask these officers how she did get from her home 
to Estella Murphy's home? A. I didn't-- 

THE COURT: He said he thought they said by bus but he doesn't 
know definitely. Is that right, Officer? 

MR. LEVINE: That was the return, I think. 

THE COURT: I beg your pardon. I misunderstood. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Inow come back to the point when Gloria Morton left her 


home, which you testify was the 700 block of Quincy Street, Northwest, 
to go to 2000 block of Klingle Road, Northwest, is it not a fact that one 
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of your officers told you she went there by cab? A. I don't remember. 


Q. Did you ask any of these officers when you were given this 


101 information prior to going to the front door of her house, did 


you ask any of these officers whether or not Gloria Morton had contact 
with any other individual while they were surveilling her? A. No, I 
did not. 

Q. And based upon this limited knowledge you had you went to 
the house to arrest her. 

THE COURT: It isn't limited knowledge, sir. It is substantial 
knowledge. But you mean such knowledge as he has recited here con- 
stituted the basis for it? 

MR. LEVINE: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: I will permit that, sir. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

_ Q. Then the knowledge you have testified to here today, was 
that the basis for your going to her home or up on her front porch to 
her front door with the purpose in mind of arresting her? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. Arresting her for the commission of a felony. A. That's 
correct. 

Q. Which felony was it, sir? A. I had reason to believe she 
possessed and sold a narcotic drug. 

Q. The reason you had came to you, sir, from Mr. Paul; is 
that true? A. The reason I had came to me from Detective Paul 

102 and from other officers of the Narcotic Squad and-- 

Q. And Detective--excuse me, sir. Finish, if you want. 
A. And Officer Goodrum from the Women's Bureau. 

@. And Detective Paul told you that a police informer told him 
this information. 

* * * * 

Q. What officers had Mrs. Morton under surveillance ? 

THE COURT: Who,sir? 

MR. LEVINE: Gloria Morton. 
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THE COURT: Do you know, sir? 

THE WITNESS: I believe Detective Panetta. 

MR. LEVINE: Had her under surveillance ? 

THE WITNESS: And someone else. I don't know who. 

103 BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. And was it Detective Panetta who told you he observed her 
all the time? A. The officers were together in the discussion of the 
circumstances that led up to 2007 Klingle Road. 

Q. Did Officer Panetta tell you that the time involved in making 
the trip from 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest, back to the vicinity of 
Gloria Morton's house where she was arrested consumed forty -five 


minutes? A. I don't know whether Panetta told me or not. 


Q. Did the officers tell you when Gloria Morton was arrested 


that night? A. When Gloria Morton was arrested? 
Q. Yes, sir. A. Yes. 
Q. What time was it ? A. They told me when I was in the 
vicinity where she was arrested. 
Q. What time was that, sir? A. I don't recall. 
Q. Was it eight o'clock at night? A. I don't recall. 
Q. Was it 8:30 at night? A. Ido not recall. 
THE COURT: You didn't arrest her, did you, sir? 
THE WITNESS: No, I did not, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: Do you know who did? 
THE WITNESS: Detective Didone, I am pretty sure. 
* * * * 
107 _ OFFICER JOHN R. PANETTA 
was called as a witness for and on behalf of the defendants, and after 
having been sworn by The deputy Clerk, was examined and testified 
as follows: 
* * * 
108 DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. LEVINE: 


Q. Will you state your name and address for the record. 
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A. John R. Panetta. Precinct Detective, assigned to the Narcotic 
Squad, Metropolitan Police. 
Q. Directing your attention to April 24, 1959, did you have 
occasion to observe one Gloria Morton? A. Yes, I did. 
Q. And were you assigned--and was the basis of your observa- 


tion of Gloria Morton because you were assigned to a case involving 


one Gloria Morton? A. Iam not sure I understand what you mean by 


"Assigned." 

Q. Let me rephrase it. Was part of your duty that night to 
keep Gloria Morton under surveillance? A. Yes, sir. 

@. Were you present when she was arrested? A. Shortly 
thereafter. 

* * * * 

109 Q. Is it not true, sir, that the arrest occurred somewhere be- 

tween nine and nine-thirty that night? A. The arrest of Gloria Morton? 

Q. Yes. A. My recollection is it was around ten forty-five. 
Something like that. P.M. 

Q. When you observed Gloria Morton, did you observe her 
leave her home at 706 Quincy Street? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. What time was it? A. I didn't see her leave the house. I 
saw her pass the corner. 

Q. All right. What time was that? A. That was about nine- 
forty. Around there. 

110 Q. When she passed you was she walking or running? A. She 

was walking. 

Q. Did there come a time when she rode? A. She haileda 
taxi-cab. 

Q. Was that taxi-cab driven by an agent of the police depart- 
ment? A. No. 

Q. Do you know who the taxi driver was? A. No, I don't. 

Q. Was the taxi driver examined physically prior to the time 
he picked Gloria Morton up in his cab that night? A. No. 

Q. Did she eventually get in the taxi-cab? A. Yes, she 
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stopped the cab. 

Q. Where was that? A. At Georgia Avenue and Quincy Street. 

Q. Where then did the cab go, if you know? A. The cab went 
to 2007 Klingle Road. 

Q. Did you follow the cab in your car? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Did anyone else get inthe cab? A. In the cab? 

Q. Yes. 

Before it got to 2007 Klingle Road. A. I didn't see anyone 
get in it. 

111 Q. Did the cab stop for gas during the trip from 706 Quincy 

Place to 2007 Klingle Road? A. I didn't see it stop for gas. 

Q. When Gloria Morton got out of the cab did she hand anything 
to the driver? A. I couldn't see. 

Q. You had her under surveillance? A. Yes. 

Q. And you didn't see her hand anything to the driver. A. From 
where I was I couldn't tell you. 

Q. You didn't see the driver hand her anything because from 
where you were you physically couldn't see. A. I couldn't see any 
pass if there was such a thing. 


Q. Then you saw Gloria Morton go into the premises 2007 
Klingle Road? A. That's right. 
Q. How long was she in there? A. She was in there approxi- 


mately thirty-five minutes. 

Q. Did you see her leave the premises 2007 Klingle Road? 
A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Is it not a fact, sir, she got on the bus in the two thousand 
block of Klingle Road? A. Yes. When she came out of the door at 
approximately 10:30, almost simultaneously the bus pulled up to a bus 
stop about two doors up from the address she came from. She immedi- 

112 ately got on the bus. 

Q. What was the marking on the indicator on top of the bus in- 
dicating its route? A. I couldn't see the front. I just saw the back. 

Q. Did you determine later it was called the Nineteenth Street 
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Loop Bus? A. No. 

Q. Did you follow the bus? A. Just for a couple of blocks. 

Q. How many people were in the bus? A. Just she alone. 

Q. Andthe driver. A. Of course. 

Q. When you followed the bus did the bus make other stops ? 
A. Like I say, I followed two blocks, three blocks maybe, and she 
became suspicious, or we thought she did, because she kept looking 
back. That's a quiet neighborhood and the car was rather conspicuous 
because of the color. So, we dropped the bus and proceeded to the 
Quincy Street address. 

Q. Is it your testimony that sometime while she was on the 
bus leaving Mrs. Murphy's house, going back to Quincy Street, you 
stopped watching her while she was in the bus? Is that your statement ? 

113 A. Yes, I did. 
Q. Did anyone else begin to watch her the moment that you 


stopped? A. No, sir. Not to my knowledge. 


@. To your knowledge was there anybody keeping that bus 
under surveillance from the moment you stopped until it arrived back 
in the vicinity of the seven hundred block of Quincy Street, Northwest ? 
A. I don't know if the bus does go to the seven hundred block of 
Quincy. 

Q. Iam not trying in any way to make you say something that 
is wrong. I think she got off the bus at Rock Creek Church Road and 
Park Place. 

THE COURT: Let me suggest this, Mr. Levine. He wasn't 
there. He wouldn't know. 

MR. LEVINE: Yes, if he was assigned to this case and it was 
his duty to keep her under surveillance, if he left the surveillance 
aspect, perhaps he knew who picked it up, if anyone. 

THE COURT: Do you know if anyone else took it up? 

THE WITNESS: Not to my knowledge. 

THE COURT: That's what I thought he said. 
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BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q. And if anyone else would have picked up the surveillance 


considering the fact that you were charged with surveillance, would 
114 you have known about it? A. You are referring to shen she 


was on the bus ? 
Q@. Yes. A. Yes, I think I would have known about it. 


Q. To your knowledge, no one else surveilled the bus, did 
they? A. To my knowledge, no. 

Q. How many blocks is it from 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest, 
to the corner of Rock Creek Church Road and Park Place, if you know 
to the best of your recollection. A. Well in blocks-- 

Q. Orin miles. A. I would say it is about two miles or two 
and a quarter miles. 

Q. And the course would be somewhat through one of the most 
congested parts of Washington; isn't that true ? 

THE COURT: He doesn't know where the bus was going, sir. 
He told you that. 

MR. LEVINE: That's true, Your Honor. But from the two 
thousand block of Klingle Road to the seven hundred block of Quincy 
Street, and I am talking about approximate areas, is it not true that 
in order to get there by as direct a route as possible one has to go 
through one of the most thickly populated parts of Washington ? 

Isn't that true, sir? 

115 THE WITNESS: I don't think that is a fact; not at that time of 
the evening. 

MR. LEVINE: Nothing further, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Have you any questions, Mr. Lowther? 

MR. LOWTHER: Yes, Your Honor. 

CROSS EXAMINA TION 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Officer Panetta, when you saw the defendant Gloria Morton 
get on the bus at the Klingle Road stop, can you tell His Honor whether 
or not there were any other persons on the bus other than she, that is, 
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as passengers? A. No, she was the only passenger. 

Q. You didn't see her get off the bus or where she got off? 
A. No, I didn't. 

Q. One last question, Officer. Were you in the vicinity of 
Klingle Road at the time or right before Officer Hood and Officer Paul 
went in? A. Yes, I was. 

Q. Where were you? A. I was to cover the rear but I stayed 
back there for so long a time I thought something had happened and I 
came around to the front and stood about three doors from where they 


were. 


116 Q. Did you, in your position three doors from 2007 Klingle 


Road, did you ever hear Officer Hood use the word police? A. Yes. 
He used it rather loudly. It seemed like he emphasized the word 
police more than anything else. 

MR. LOWTHER: No further questions, Your Honor. 

REDIRECT EXAMINA TION 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. You say the bus was empty when you observed Gloria Mor- 
ton on it; is that true? A. When she got on the bus it was empty. 

Q. But you only saw the bus a few blocks; is that true? 
A. That's true. 

Q. You have no knowledge whatsoever as to how many passen- 
gers, if any at all-- 

THE COURT: Now, you have answered that. 

THE WITNESS: I have no way of knowing. 

MR. LEVINE: Nothing further. 

THE COURT: You have nothing further, Mr. Benton? 

MR. BENTON: No, sir. 

THE COURT: Gentlemen, we will recess until tomorrow 
morning at 9:30. 

MR. LEVINE: Your Honor, I would be more than willing to 
stipulate as much as possible in this matter. 

THE COURT: There is no jury. We can talk freely. 
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117 Q. What would you like to stipulate to, sir? 

MR. LEVINE: I would be more than willing to stipulate, Your 
Honor, that if any other police officers were called that their testimony 
would be identical to what Mr. Hood says as to what occurred on the 
front porch up until the time the door was pushed in, if that would be 
agreeable to the government. 

THE COURT: Before you leave that. Mr. Benton, I think you 
ought--are you in accord with that so far? 

MR. BENTON: I am not going along with it entirely. 

THE COURT: It is no good to stipulate with one without the 


MR. LEVINE: May I speak to him? 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

(There was a pause while counsel conferred. ) 

MR. BENTON: Well, we will stipulate, then. 

MR. LEVINE: Would the government stipulate to that ? 

MR. LOWTHER: No. 

* * 2 * 
Washington, D. C. 
Saturday, July 11, 1959. 

The above-entitled matter came on for further hearing com- 

mencing at approximately 9:30 A.M. , before THE HONORABLE 


RICHMOND B. KEECH, Judge. 
* * * * 


120 MR. LOWTHER: If Your Honor please, at this time may this 
blank Metropolitan Police Department identification book be marked 


Government's Exhibit No. 1? 
THE COURT: Yes, sir. 
MR. LOWTHER: AndI move to admit it into evidence at this 


THE COURT: Have you seen it, Mr. Levine? 
(Mr. Levine was handed the proposed exhibit. ) 
MR. LEVINE: Counsel for the defendant Murphy has seen it 
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and agrees it is the same as the one we saw yesterday. 
THE COURT: Thank you. It will be received. 


(Thereupon, Metropolitan Police 
Department Identification Card was 
marked Government's Exhibit No. 
1, for identification, and received 
in evidence.) 


* 
ESTELLA MURPHY, 
one of the defendants herein, was called as a witness, and, after hav- 
ing been first duly sworn by The Deputy Clerk, was examined and 
testified as follows: 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. LEVINE: 


Q. Madam, would you state your name and address for the 


record? A. My name is Estella Murphy. My address is 2007 Klingle 


Road, Northwest. 

Q. Would you please speak a little louder so that all might 
hear you? A. My name is Estella Murphy. My address is 2007 
Klingle Road, Northwest. 

Q. Are you the same Estella Murphy who is the defendant in 
the case presently under discussion this morning? A. Iam. 

Q. Now, Mrs. Murphy, drawing your attention to the night of 
April 24, 1959, would you tell the Court what you were doing immedi- 

123 ately prior to the bell being rung around 11:40 at night? A. I 

had expected to go out so I had slipped off the dress that Iam now 
wearing and laid it on the foot of the bed and laid in the bed and dozed 
off to sleep. 

So I was aroused by a constant ringing of the bell and my 
daughter was saying, "Mother, somebody's at the door." 

So I said, "All right. I will answer it." 

So I slipped this dress on and that was not buttoned at the time, 
and went down to the door. 


So when I approached the door I could see a colored man anda 
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colored woman standing at the door. 

So after I got to the door I asked who was it. So the man spoke 
up and said that he was looking for Estella Murphy. So I said, "She 
isn't here."" So he said, "Well, she said for us to come here and wait 
until she gets home." 

So I said, "Iam sorry. I can't let youin. You'll have to come 
back later." 

So at that time the man put a leather case to the door, the glass 
of the door, and I couldn't read it clearly. So he shook his head like-- 
as if to say yes. 

So I called upstairs and I backed away from the door. So at 
that time the man had started kicking the door. So I called to Willie, 
who I had left upstairs and before I could get on the third step of the 
landing, the door came open and these men rushed up the stairs. One 

124 caught my-- 

Q. (Interposing) Just a moment. We will come to that phase 

in a moment. 


Can you tell this Court what these pictures purport to represent ? 


(Handing.) A. Well, the first picture is the lock part of my door. My 


front door. 

Q. Of the house at 2007 Klingle Road? A. Yes. 

Q. All right. Picture Number 2. A. The second part is the 
portion where the lock fits inthe door. Where the lock fits in the front 
door. It is the little square piece where the bolt goes through. 

Q. And the third picture, ma'am? Do you recognize that? 

A. The third picture seems to be the same as the other one. 

THE COURT: The same as which other one? 

MR. LEVINE: Number two, Your Honor. A different view of 
where the lock bolt fits on the door. 

THE COURT: I was just speaking for the record. 

MR. LEVINE; Thank you, Your Honor. 

Your Honor, I would like to show these to Government counsel. 

THE COURT: Yes. 
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MR. LEVINE: I would like to intorduce them as Defendant's 
Exhibits 1, 2, and 3, for identification (handing to government counsel.) 
MR. LOWTHER: I have seenthem, Your Honor. They are ob- 
jected to at this time. They were taken on May 7th, and there is no 


evidence at this time they actually represent the condition on the even- 
ing of April 24th. 

MR. LEVINE: Well, -- 

THE COURT: Go ahead, sir. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Madam, would you describe to the Court whether or not the 
door to your home at 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest, and the lock in 
that door was in good operating order prior to the time the police 
broke the door in. A. At the time the police-- 

Q. Before the time the police broke the door. A. Before the 
time the police broke the door in the lock was in good working condition. 

Q. And after the police broke in did you have an opportunity 
to notice the lock at all? A. On the way out--on my way out the offi- 
cer was taking me out--the latch was hanging by one screw where the 
lock goes in the door. 

126 Q. And these pictures actually show what you saw when you 
left your house when the police took you out on the night of April 24. 
A. Yes, they do. 

MR, LEVINE: I would like to intorduce these pictures, Your 
Honor, as Defendant's Exhibits 1, 2, and 3, for the purpose of evi- 
dence. 

THE COURT: Have you any objection, Mr. Lowther? 

MR. LOWTHER: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: They are received. 


(Thereupon, three photographs were 
marked Defendant Murphy's Exhibits 1, 
2, and 3, for identification, and received 
in evidence. ) 


BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q. Now, Mrs. Murphy, you testified that as you were on the 
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third stair of the stairway going up something occurred. What was 
that? A. These men rushed in the door and one of them grabbed me 
by the arm and continued to carry me up the steps. At the top of the 
steps I stood in the hall a couple minutes and then they ushered me 
into the bedroom, to my bedroom. And after we got in the bedroom 


about three of them followed in the bedroom with a colored woman, and 


they said they were looking for money. They said, 'Where's your 


money ?"' 
So I asked him why did he want my money. So he said, "I'm 
127 looking for marked money. Where is your pocketbook?" 

At that time I had a black patent leather pocketbook on the top 
of the dresser. Sojthey pulled the pocketbook off the dresser and 
looked into the pocketbook, and they had some serial numbers on a paper 
and they, after they examined the money, they said, 'Where was the 
rest of the money ?" 

I said, "I don't have any more money." 

At that time I touched my bosom, realizing I did have some 
more money in my bosom to pay someone for a spread that I expected 
that night. 

So Mr. Didone snatched the money from my bosom. 

Q. He reached his hand into your bosom? 

THE COURT: She didn't say that, sir. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. What did he do? 

THE COURT: Mr. Levine, it is important we have an accurate 
record. The record will show that he--what did you say, madam? 

THE WITNESS: He reached into my bosom. 

THE COURT: No. I asked you what you said. 

THE WITNESS: He reached his hand into my bosom. 

THE COURT: Is that what you said? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

THE COURT: All right. 

THE WITNESS: And took out-- 
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THE COURT: Excuse me. 

Mr. Reporter, will you go back there, please. 

THE REPORTER: (Reading) "Mr. Didone snatched the money 
from my bosom." 

THE COURT: That was my recollection of what you said. 

All right. 

THE WITNESS: Mr. Didone-- 

MR. LEVINE: May I ask the witness a question? 

THE COURT: Yes. Certainly. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, when he snatched the money how did he do it? A. He 
reached into my bosom and snatched it. 

Q. All right. Continue, please, madam. A. So he examined 
that money and said he didn't find any of it was marked. 

So then he asked me, he said, ''You have some more money 
around here and I want to know where it is." 

I said, ''That's all the money that I have." 

So then they showed--had a lamp, a purple light. It was, oh, 
I guess, about the size of a large balloon blowed up. It was round like, 
and he shined the light on my hands and after shining the light on my 
hand he then told me that I was lying. So at that time they brought into 
the room Mr. Williams and proceeded to search Mr. Williams. So 
after -- 

129 THE COURT: (Interposing) Excuse me, madam. Is that Mr. 

Williams the other defendant in this case? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Then what happened to your knowledge? A. So I was told to 
sit down on the bed. So I sat on the edge of the bed and Mr. Didonex 


pushed me back further, and I told him, I said, "Well, Iam ina 


cramped position and I would appreciate it if you would let me sit up." 
So I sat up on the bed. So after that incident they brought into 
the room my daughter. So he said that he had to place my daughter-- 
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he had to take her to headquarters, and he wanted a statement from 


her. 
Q. How old is your daughter? A. She's twelve years old. 


Q. Did you hear any other conversation about marked money ? 


A. Well, the other--he said that-- 

Q. Who is "he''? A. Mr. Didone, and another small, nice 
looking, white man. I don't really know his name, but he was the one 
who had the light. And-- 

MR. LEVINE: For the record, Your Honor, might the gov- 
ernment stipulate that there is a short, very good looking officer on 
the Narcotic Squad, who is sick now, Danny Longo. 

130 Is that not true, sir? 

MR. LOWTHER: Your Honor, I will stipulate Danny Longo is 
on the Narcotic Squad. I am no judge of whether he is good looking or 
not. 

MR. LEVINE: Thank you. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Would you continue, ma'am? A. So he read off--they 
searched Williams and took something from his top pocket and other 
parts of his--his side pockets, and they looked at the money they took 
from his side pocket and they said that they had found marked money, 
but one of the serial numbers to something didn't exactly match. 

Q. Did they look at any parts of Mr. Williams’ body with the 
light? A. They looked at his hands with the light. 

Q. Was there any comment made at that time by anybody, if 
you know? A. One of them said, "Oh, that's it. That's where it is." 

MR. LEVINE: All right, Madam. 

Will the Court indulge me one moment ? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

(There was a pause. ) 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Will you state what your interest was in the premises 

131 known as 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest? A. Well, I was buying the 
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property at 2007 Klingle Road. 

Q. How long had you lived there? A. Two years. 

Q. Who lived there with you? A. Mr. and Mrs. Green and 
two small children, and my daughter, and Mr. Williams had moved in. 

Q. What time was it that the police broke in the door; if you 
know? A. I think it was around 11:30 on April 24th. 

Q. 11:30 in the daytime or night time? A. At night. 11:30 
P.M. 

Q. At this time, madam, were you planning to escape from the 
house? A. No, I wasn't. 

Q@. Just prior to the time the police came? A. No, I wasn't. 

Q. Was anybody planning an escape that you know of? A. No. 

THE COURT: I don't know what you mean by that. Do you 
mean had they talked about escaping? 

MR. LEVINE: Yes. That she knew of. 

THE COURT: You didn't know the police were coming; did you, 
Madam ? 

THE WITNESS: No, I didn't. 

132 MR. LEVINE: Nothing further, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Have you anything, Mr. Benton? 

MR. BENTON: No, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Lowther. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 
BY MR. LOWTHER: 


Q. At what time prior to the time the police got into your house 


on the evening of April 24th was it, madam, that Gloria Morton had 
visited you ? 


MR, LEVINE: Now, I object to that, Your Honor. We are here 
now to handle this motion to suppress the evidence on whether or not 
all these legal issues were complied with. 

THE COURT:. I think it is very pertinent to the inquiry. I will 
permit it, sir. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 
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Q. The question is, madam: What time prior to the time the 
officers got to your house on the evening of April 24th was it that Glo- 


ria Murphy had been to your house? A. Gloria Morton, you mean? 


Q. Morton. Excuse me. A. She came by the house about 
9:30. 

Q@. And when she came by the house at 9:30 how many capsules 
of heroin did you sell her? A. I didn't sell her any capsules of heroin. 

Q. Did anyone sell her any capsules? A. I don't know. Not 

133 that I know of. 

Q. You say you had no transactions with Gloria Morton prior 
to the time the officers got to your house on the evening of April 24th, 
in relation to heroin. A. No, I didn't. 

Q. How long was Gloria Morton in your house that evening? 
A. I think she stayed there about fifteen minutes. 

@. Did she talk with you? A. Yes, she did. 

Q. What was the conversation about? A. Her mother had 
made, crocheted a bedspread and she said she came by to pick up the 
money that I owed her for the bedspread. Her mother crocheted a 
bed spread and she told me I could give her so much a week until it 
was paid for. 

Q. And how much did you give her? A. I gave her $2.00. 

Q. That evening. A. That's right. 

Q. And that is the total of the conversation about the bedspread 
and the $2.00. A. Yes. 

Q. Do you know a man named George Willis? A. Yes, Ido. 

Q. Was Willis living at 2007 Klingle Road as of April 24 of 

134 this year? A. No, he was not. 

Q. Had he visited 2007 Klingle Road within a three month 
period prior to April 24th? 

* * * * 

Q. Allright. Now, George Willis visited 2007 Klingle Road 
in the three month period prior to April 24 of this year, madam? 

A. He just picked me up-- 
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MR. LEVINE: (Simultaneously) Objection for the record, 
Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

THE WITNESS: He has picked me up at 2007 Klingle Road. 
Mr. Willis lived at 906 T Street, Northwest. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. He runs a barbershop; doesn't he, ma'am? A. That's 
right. 

135 Q. How long had the defendant Willie Williams been living at 
2007 Klingle Road prior to April 24th of this year, madam? A. He 
had moved in on Wednesday. 

Q. And this was a Friday evening. A. That's right. 

Q. And had Willie Williams brought any narcotics from New 
York for you? A. I don't know. 

Q. I beg pardon? A. I don't know. He didn't give me any. 

* * * * 

136 Q. My question is this: Didn't you tell Officer Didone in the 
evening hours of April 24 that you had sold some heroin to Gloria 
Morton earlier that evening and that the heroin which you turned over 
to Detective Didone was the remainder of one ounce of heroin that 
you had purchased from the defendant Williams ? 


MR. BENTON: Your Honor, I object to the defendant answer- 


137 ing that question. It incriminates against my client and as far 
as heresay, actually it wasn't stated in his presence. 


THE COURT: This is her testimony, sir. If this were the 
actual trial of a case it might be a different situation. But I think she 
has a perfect right to answer it under these circumstances. 

THE WITNESS: I was not interviewed by Officer Didone. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Did you tell any officer in substance what I have just stated 
to you, madam? A. I stated that I had bought the heroin on Wednes- 
day; not from Williams. That was the statement I made. 


Q. Did you tell the officer from whom you bought the heroin? 
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A. No, I did not. 
Q. Did you tell them it was an ounce of heroin you bought ? 
A. No, I did not. 
Q. Did you tell the officers, Didone or any of the others, that 


you had sold heroin at a prior time in the evening hours of April 24th 


to Gloria Morton? A. No, I did not. 
Q. You are positive you didnot. A. No, I didnot. 
Q. At the time you came downstairs in the evening hours of 
138 April 24th, you were carrying something in your hands; weren't 
you? A. Yes, I believe I was. 

Q. It was a paper bag; was it not? A. No, I didn't have a paper 
bag. 

Q. What did you have in your hand? A. I think I had two 
needles in my hand. 

Q. Hypodermic needles? A. Yes. 

Q. Had you been using them? A. No, not at that time. 

Q. Had you used them earlier in the evening? A. No, they 
hadn't been used that evening. 

Q. Well, they were hypodermic needles-- A. (interposing) 
Yes. 

Q. (continuing) --suitable for the injection of heroin into a vein 
or artery, were they not? A. They were suitable for the injection of 
anything. 

Q. How were you carrying these hypodermic needles as you 
came down to answer the front door? A. In my hand. 

Q. Loose? I mean, inno container? A. That's right. 

Q. When you came downstairs there is a sort of a curtain, is 
there not, or shade in the inside of your front door. A. There isa 

139 sheer curtain on the inside of the door. 

Q. Can you see through that curtain to see who is outside with- 
out raising it or parting it? A. Not clearly. 

Q. But you can see that persons are outside. A. Icanseea 


vision. 
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Q. When you got downstairs did you put any lights on, madam? 
A. The hall light was on. 

Q. The downstairs hall light? A. Well, yes. Uh-huh. 

Q. It was on? A. Yes. 

Q. The light switch to that hall light is to the left of your door 
as you face the door? A. That's right. 

Q. And there is also another light switch for the porch light 
to the left of your door; is that not right? A. Yes. 

Q. Did there come a time when you threw the light switch on 
and turned the porch light on? A. No, I didn't touch the light switch. 
I came down to the door but I didn't touch the light switch. 

Q. Did you ask the person or persons outside the door who 
they wanted or did they tell you who they wanted? A. I came to the 

140 door andI said, "Yes." 

So he said,--the man I later identified as Officer Hood--said 
he was looking for Estella Murphy. 

Q. And you were Estella Murphy. A. That's right. 

Q. At the time Officer Hood, in responsetoyour ''Yes" said 
he was looking for Estella Murphy, were the curtains on the inside of 
the door parted so you cauld see Hood and Hood could see you? 

A. The curtain was--I had my hand on the curtain; pulled it back 


where I could see his face and he could see my face. 


Q. Now, then, there came a time when Officer Hood held 
credentials up to the window, which were similar to Government's 
Exhibit 1, which I now show you (handing). 

Isn't that correct, madam? A. Yes. 

Q. And Officer Hood held them right against the glass of the 
door; didn't he? A. Yes. 

Q. And at that time your face was in close proximity, right 
near the credentials; wasn't it? A. My face wasn't exactly tothe 
door. I was at a distance where I could see through the door. 

Q. You saw that there was something being held up. A. Yes, 

141 I did. 
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A. No, I did not. 
Q. Did you tell them it was an ounce of heroin you bought ? 
A. No, I did not. 
Q. Did you tell the officers, Didone or any of the others, that 


you had sold heroin at a prior time in the evening hours of April 24th 


to Gloria Morton? A. No, I did not. 
Q. You are positive you didnot. A. No, I did not. 
Q. At the time you came downstairs in the evening hours of 
138 April 24th, you were carrying something in your hands; weren't 
you? A. Yes, I believe I was. 

Q. It was a paper bag; was it not? A. No, I didn't have a paper 
bag. 

Q. What did you have in your hand? A. I think I had two 
needles in my hand. 

Q. Hypodermic needles? A. Yes. 

Q. Had you been using them? A. No, not at that time. 

Q. Had you used them earlier in the evening? A. No, they 
hadn't been used that evening. 

Q. Well, they were hypodermic needles-- A. (interposing) 
Yes. 

Q. (continuing) --suitable for the injection of heroin into a vein 
or artery, were they not? A. They were suitable for the injection of 
anything. 

Q. How were you carrying these hypodermic needles as you 
came down to answer the front door? A. In my hand. 

Q. Loose? I mean, in no container? A. That's right. 

Q. When you came downstairs there is a sort of a curtain, is 
there not, or shade in the inside of your front door. A. There isa 

139 sheer curtain on the inside of the door. 

Q. Can you see through that curtain to see who is outside with- 
out raising it or parting it? A. Not clearly. 

Q. But you can see that persons are outside. A. Icanseea 


vision. 
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Q. When you got downstairs did you put any lights on, madam? 


A. The hall light was on. 

Q. The downstairs hall light? A. Well, yes. Uh-huh. 

Q. It wason? A. Yes. 

Q. The light switch to that hall light is to the left of your door 
as you face the door? A. That's right. 

Q. And there is also another light switch for the porch light 
to the left of your door; is that not right? A. Yes. 

Q. Did there come a time when you threw the light switch on 
and turned the porch light on? A. No, I didn't touch the light switch. 
I came down to the door but I didn't touch the light switch. 

Q. Did you ask the person or persons outside the door who 
they wanted or did they tell you who they wanted? A. I came to the 

140 door and I said, ''Yes." 

So he said, --the man I later identified as Officer Hood--said 
he was looking for Estella Murphy. 

Q. And you were Estella Murphy. A. That's right. 

Q. At the time Officer Hood, in responsetoyour "Yes" said 
he was looking for Estella Murphy, were the curtains on the inside of 
the door parted so you could see Hood and Hood could see you? 

A. The curtain was--I had my hand on the curtain; pulled it back 
where I could see his face and he could see my face. 

Q. Now, then, there came a time when Officer Hood held 
credentials up to the window, which were similar to Government's 
Exhibit 1, which I now show you (handing). 

Isn't that correct, madam? A. Yes. 

Q. And Officer Hood held them right against the glass of the 
door; didn't he? A. Yes. 

Q. And at that time your face was in close proximity, right 
near the credentials; wasn't it? A. My face wasn't exactly tothe 
door. I was at a distance where I could see through the door. 

Q. You saw that there was something being held up. A. Yes, 

141 I did. 
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Q. Did you look to see what that something was? A. No, I 
didn't. 

Q. Then there was a time after you got down to the door that 
Officer Hood said to you, in substance, "It's the police," didn't he ? 

A. He did not identify himself as the police. He appeared to be posing 
as a couple at the door--a colored couple at the door. He did not iden- 
tify himself to me as the police. 

Q. You say at no time did Officer Hood say, "It's the police." 
A. No, he did not. 

Q. You say he never used the word, "Police.'' A. He never 
used the word, "Police.'' He only stated that Estella Murphy had sent 
him there to wait for her until she came home after I told him that 
Estella Murphy was not home. I then knew that he was a stranger, 
whoever it was, and they did not know Estella Murphy. 

Q. You started to run upstairs; didn't you, madam? A. No, 

I didn't run. I went--after he kicked the door I calledfor help. I 
called for Williams. 

Q. You didn't run at all? A. No, I did not run. 

Q. Where were you placed under arrest in the house? A. I 

142 was first grabbed on the third step of my home. 

Q. Well, how did you get to the third step? A. I walked to the 
third step to call Williams. 

Q. When the light was played on your hands on the inside of the 
house what color did your hands show? A. My hands showed the same 
color of the light that was played on my hand. 

Q. Did you receive any moneys from Gloria Morton earlier 
that evening? A. No, I did not. 

* * * 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. LEVINE: 


* * * * 


146 Q. Did you ultimately sign a statement in police headquarters ? 
A. Yes. 
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Q. Did you sign a statement voluntarily? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Tell us what caused you to sign the statement. A. One of 
the officers typed up a statement and Mr. Didone said to me, he said, 
"Here's a statement for you to sign. If you don't sign it we will turn 
your daughter over to the Women's Bureau." 

Q. Did he say what would happen to the daughter when and if 
she was turned over to the Women's Bureau? A. They said that she 
would be placed in care of the welfare and they would prove that I was 
an unfit mother. 

Q. Based on this statement by a police officer that they would 
prove you an unfit mother, is this what caused you to sign the state- 
ment? A. That's right. 

Q. Was the statement that you signed your statement? A. No, 
it was not my statement. 

Q. Who wrote that statement, if you know? A. An officer who 
I spoke to before, I have not seen. 

Q. Is that the one you referred to as the small, good looking 
man? A. Yes. Typed the statement. 


* * * * 


151 Q. *** Now, at the front portion of your home just prior to 


the moment the police broke down your door did you see anybody 
whatsoever anywhere around your house who was dressed in any kind 
of a uniform? A. No, I did not. 

Q. They were all dressed in civilian clothes? A. Yes. 

Q. Was there a woman withthem? A. Yes. 

Q. And this was the woman you testified came to the front 
door with Mr. Hood and appeared to you to be a colored couple ? 

“A. Yes. 
me 5 ; * * 
152 RECROSS EXAMINATION 
BY MR. LOWTHER: 
Q. Now, madam. 


MR. LOWTHER: Your Honor, may this paper be marked for 
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identification purposes as Government's Exhibit No. 2, which is the 
so-called addict form? 
THE DEPUTY CLERK: Government's Exhibit No. 2. 


(Thereupon, the so-called addict form 
was marked Government's Exhibit No. 2 
for identification.) 


? 


BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Madam Witness, this paper, Government's Exhibit No. 2, 
for identification purposes, is that your signature in pen and ink on 
the bottom of the reverse side of that form? 

MR. LEVINE: Your Honor, defense counsel will stipulate that 

153 Mrs. Estella Murphy signed this piece of paper. 

THE COURT: And that is her signature? 

MR. LEVINE: Yes, it is her signature, made under duress as 
she testified to. 

THE COURT: That is a fact, madam: That is your signature? 

THE WITNESS MURPHY: Yes. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Did you tell the police officers before you signed this 
statement that, or rather before you signed this statement had you given 
the police officers about twenty-five capsules of heroin that you re- 
moved from your stocking ? 

MR. LEVINE: Don't answer it. Don't answer it, madam. Ob- 
jection. Your Honor, this is improper recross. 

MR. LOWTHER: I will withdraw it, Your Honor. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Is your telephone number, or was it at 2007 Klingle Road, 
Taylor 9-1524? 

MR. LEVINE: Don't answer, madam. 

Objection, Your Honor. Improper recross. 

THE COURT: What is the purpose of it ? 

MR. LOWTHER: I will withdraw that one too, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right. 

MR. LOWTHER: I don't think I have anything further of 
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this witness, Your Honor. 
* bd 
WILLIE WILLIAMS, 
one of the defendants herein, was called as a witness, and after having 
been first duly sworn by The Deputy Clerk, was examined and testified 
as follows: 
155 DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. BENTON: 

Q. Now, Mr. Williams, I am going to ask you to keep your 
voice up so that everyone will be able to hear. 


Directing your attention to the evening of April 24th of this 


year, will you state to the Court in your own words just--strike that. 


By the way, on April 24th of this year you were residing at 2007 
Klingle Road; is that right? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Northwest? A. Yes. 

Q. That's in the District of Columbia? A. In the District of 
Columbia, yes. 

Q. Now, onthat date and at that place, will you state to the 
Court what, if anything, unusual happened? A. I was sitting in the 
bathroom on the second floor on the commode with my feet against the 
door, the door closed, and some white officer came in and pressed the 
door open and I am sitting there, so it pushed my legs back, and pulled 
me by my arm and carried me in the next room, the front room-- 

Q. Speak up, now, so everyone can hear you. A. In the next 
room, which is Miss Murphy's room. And he handcuffed me behind 
my back. Then he searched me and come around with the light--I 
don't know what kind of light it was--and shine it on my hand and say, 

156 "Here's the man; here's the man that got the money."' They 
searched me. From my pocket up here they taken a small vial. From 
my right pocket they taken the money. 

Q. Just a moment. 

THE COURT: From your right pocket they took the vial? 

THE WITNESS: From uphere (indicating). The medicine I had 
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for diabetes, and some dolophine tablets, sir. 
THE COURT: Did you say small vial? 
THE WITNESS: Small glass vial. 
THE COURT: Glass vial. 
THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 
BY MR. BENTON: 
Q. And then-- 
THE COURT: It is my duty, Mr. Benton, to try to understand 


MR. BENTON: Iam sorry, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: If Ican't hear him I certainly can't understand 


MR. BENTON: Iam sorry, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: I understand you to say you took a small vial 
from here which you say had some medicine in it; is that right? 

THE WITNESS: The white officer took a small vial from up 
here in my top pocket, Your Honor. 

157 THE COURT: And then you said something I didn't hear. 

THE WITNESS: Then he went in my right pocket and come up 
with some money. He said, "Here's the man who has the marked 
money." 

THE COURT: All right. 

THE WITNESS: Then they called the wagon and they rushed me 
on downstairs. On my way out I saw the door had been torn out or 
something on my way out. So they put me in the patrol wagon and 
brought me downtown and they brought me to the police department. 

So they asked me where did I live. I told them I live 2007 
Klingle Road and I had a room there for two days and had access to 
the whole house, andI have been a friend of Mrs. Murphy for years. 

BY MR. BENTON: 

Q. Mr. Williams, you said you were handcuffed. Is that 
right? A. Handcuffed with my hands behind my back. 


Q. And that was soon as-- A. (Interposing) Soon as he 
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brought me out of the bathroom he brought me into the living room and 


handcuffed me behind my back. Then he searched me. 
MR. BENTON: I have no further questions. 
158 CROSS EXAMINATION 
BY MR. LOWTHER: 
Q. You said, Mr. Defendant, that at the time the white officer 
came up you were Seated onthe toilet. A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Inthe bathroom. A. Yes, sir. With my foot against the 
door. 
Q. Your feet against the door. A. Yes, sir. 
Q. Now, I don't want to be vulgar, Your Honor, but I have to 
ask the question. 
THE COURT: All right. 
Q. You weren't having a bowel movement at that time; were 
you? A. No, sir. Not at that time. 
Q. And you were fully clothed with your pants in position and 
everything; weren't you? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. You were just sitting on the commode. A. Yes, sir, talk- 
ing to the young girl. 
Q. Talking to the young lady. 
And that was Laureen Murphy, the daughter of the defendant 
Murphy? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. And the top of the commode, the toilet seat, was down. 
159 A. Yes, sir. 
Q. And you still say that the heroin that was found by the offi- 
cers inside the commode, in the bowl, did not belong to you. A. I 
don't know that it was found by the officers. They didn't find it in my 
presence. 
Q. Well, it wasn't yours in any event. Isn't that right? A. No, 
Q. You claim no ownership of it. A. (There was no audible 
r esponse. ) 


Q. Huh? A. Beg pardon, sir? 
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Q. You claim no ownership to the heroin that was found in the 
commode. A. They got it charged to me. I claim ownership to the 
Indictment. 

Q. No, Iam asking you-- 

THE COURT: The question is whether you claim ownership of 
any heroin, if such be found in the commode. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: It is yours? It is yours? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, Your Honor. Yes, sir. 

160 BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Didn't you tell His Honor yesterday that it wasn't your 
heroin? A. Yes, sir. I did. 

@. And now you tell His Honor that the heroin that was found 
in the commode was your heroin. A. I claim ownership to the heroin. 

Q. And you had brought that down from New York with you; 
hadn't you? A. No, sir. 

MR. LEVINE: Would the witness please speak up, Your Honor? 
Iam having difficulty hearing. : 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. I didn't bring it down from New York. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Had you sold any of it to the defendant Murphy? A. I hadn't 
sold any of it; no, sir. 

Q. You just used it yourself? A. I used heroin; yes, sir. 

Q. Do you know how much heroin was in the glassine bag that 
was found in the commode? A. I wouldn't have no way of knowing, 
Sir, how much it was. 

Q. Was it an ounce? 

MR. LEVINE: Your Honor, mayImake an objection at 
this time ? 

161 THE COURT: To what? 

MR. LEVINE: I realize there is no question pending and the 
objection may be-- 

THE COURT: Then you better not object. 
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MR. LEVINE: I would like to object to this line now. He said 
he had no knowledge how much heroin was in the glassine bag. Then 
counsel starts to ask if it wasn't an ounce. If he had no knowledge he 
couldn't answer whether it was an ounce or a half ounce or twenty-five 
pounds. 

THE COURT: Do you have any knowledge how much was in 
the re ? 

THE WITNESS: I don't know how much it was. 

THE COURT: You don't know? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. 

THE COURT: You don't know if it was half full or a quarter full 
or what. 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. 

THE COURT: No recollection. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. It was, however, Mr. Defendant, loose heroin that had not 
been put into capsules as of that time; had it? A. No, sir. 

MR. LEVINE: Objection to the way the question is formed, 
Your Honor. I couldn't answer that myself. 

162 THE COURT: He has answered it, sir. 
MR. LOWTHER: I have no other questions, Your Honor. 
* * * * 
REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Mr. Witness, the commode itself; was it open, ready to be 
used, or was the top down and was it closed? A. The commode was 
closed. I was using it as a chair. 

Q. You were using the commode fixture, the commode, as a 
seat. A. Yes, sir. 


Q. And while you were sitting on this seat you were fully 


dressed; is that correct? A. I was, sir. 


MR. LEVINE: Nothing further. 
* * * 
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RECROSS EXAMINATION 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Now, just how long had you been in the bathroom before 
the police came up there, Mr. Defendant? A. Before the police came 
up there ? 

Q. That is right. A. I didn't know they were police, sir. 

Q. How long had you been in the bathroom before this officer 

165 who arrested you came into the bathroom? A. When I heard 


the bell ringing downstairs--a lot of noise downstairs. So I didn't know 


who it was, SoI ran in the bathroom. 

Q. So you ran in the bathroom after you heard a lot of noise 
downstairs. A. That's right. Yes, sir. 

Q. At the time you ran in the bathroom you had in your pos- 
session, did you not, the glassine bag containing the heroin? 

MR. BENTON: I object to that, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: I will let him answer it. Did you have it or not? 

THE WITNESS: Not at that particular time I didn't; no, sir. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Well, you threw the glassine bags in the toilet bowl; did you 
not? A. I put them in there; yes, sir. 

Q. What Iam trying to find out, sir, where were they immedi- 
ately before--that is, the glassine bags--where were the glassine 
bags immediately before you, yourself, went into the bathroom? 

A. I had taken the glassine bags and the money off the bed and went 
and put 'em in the toilet bowl--the glassline bags in the toilet bowl and 
166 the money in my pocket. 

Q. Where had you gotten the money from? A. AsI said just 
now, sir, I got the glassine bag and the money off the bed. 

@. No. I mean where did the money come from before ? 
Where did you get it from? A. I got the money off the bed. I didn't 
get it from anyone. 

Q. Mr. Defendant, what Iam asking you now is: Where did 
you get the money from? What person or persons did you get 
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the money from ? 

MR. BENTON: Your Honor, the defendant has answered the 
question. 

THE COURT: I haven't heard it if he has, sir. 

THE WITNESS: I got the money off the bed, Your Honor. I 
didn't get it from anyone. 

THE COURT: Do you know how the money got on the bed? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. 

THE COURT: You don't? All right. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Was it your money? A. No, it wasn't my money. 

Q. Not yours? A. No. 

Q. Well, you didn't throw the money down the bowl. A. No, I 

167 put the money in my pocket, as I said. 

MR. BENTON: If Your Honor please, I think the question has 
been answered. 

THE COURT: All right. He has answered. He said he didn't 
throw it down the commode. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Now, why did you throw the heroin in the commode? 
A. Why did I throw it in there? 

Q. That's the question. A. Because I heard a lot of noise 


downstairs. By me being a dope fiend I knew it was something 


unusual. 

Q. At the time the officer came into the bathroom you were 
trying to flush the toilet with your hands behind you, trying to get the 
handle to work; weren't you? A. No, Sir. 

Q. You weren't? A. No, sir. 

MR. LOWTHER: No further questions, Your Honor. 


* * *x * 
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170 OFFICER DAVID PAUL 
was called as a witness for and on behalf of the government, and, 
after having been sworn by The Deputy Clerk, was examined and tes- 
tified as follows: 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Your name is Officer David Paul of the Narcotic Squad, 
Metropolitan Police Department; is that correct? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Officer Paul, I want to direct your attention to the date of 
April 24th of this year. And with that date in mind, my first question 
to you, sir, is this: 

Will you tell His Honor what information you had in your pos- 
session prior to the evening hours of April 24th, with respect, first 
of all to premises 706 Quincy Street, Northwest, and with respect to 
a person resident therein known as Gloria Morton. Tell His Honor 
what information you had, please, sir. A. Prior to April-- 

MR. LEVINE: Just a moment. Objection, Your Honor. The 
ground for the objection is that this question-- 

THE COURT: Now, Mr. Levine, if you are going to address 


this Court you are not going to rock and roll in that chair. You are 


171 going to stand up and demean yourself as a lawyer should in a 
court room. I don't want to have to tell you that again. This is not 


the first time. You have been prancing up and down this court with 
your back turned to the witnesses so they can't hear, the reporter 
can't hear, andI can't hear. Anything you have to say you Say itina 
lawyer-like manner, with the proper demeanor and respect for the 
Court. Iam not speaking as an individual. Iam speaking as an insti- 
tution. Govern yourself accordingly. 

MR. LEVINE: Iam trying to, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: You have failed miserably. Do not act ina 
Similar manner anymore. 

MR. LEVINE: Your Honor, I object to that last question, sir. 

THE COURT: You do what? 
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MR. LEVINE: I object to the last question. 

THE COURT: You get up when you address the Court. 

MR. LEVINE: I object to the last question, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: And what is your reason, sir? 

MR. LEVINE: It is totally immaterial to the hearing here. 

THE COURT: I can imagine nothing more important or more 
material to this case than to show the probable cause for the search 
and arrest that took place on this particular occasion. 

172 MR. LEVINE: Might I reply, Your Honor ? 

THE COURT: Certainly. 

MR. LEVINE: The question, I think, sir,relates to what oc- 
curred at 706 Quincy Street, sir. 

THE COURT: You can't build a building all at one time. You 
have to lay a foundation. We already know on the basis of this record 
that Gloria Morton is the person who is alleged to have made the pur- 
chase at premises 2007 Klingle Road. 

MR. LEVINE: Yes, sir. 

THE COURT: I understand you are ready to trace the situation 
that constitutes the basis for such arrest. 

MR. LOWTHER: Yes, sir. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Officer Paul, will you tell His Honor every bit of informa- 
tion you had in your possession with respect to premises 706 Quincy 
Street, Northwest, and Gloria Morton, in relation to the narcotic 
traffic, prior to the evening hours of April 24th? A. Prior to April 
24th, we received information from a reliable informant who has 
given us other reliable information on previous occasions, and this 
informant informed us that he had been purchasing heroin from Gloria 
Morton, whom he knew as Big Gloria, at 706 Quincy Street, Northwest, 
and that when he purchased this heroin at that address that she would 


173 leave the premises and go to Estella Murphy's to obtain these 


narcotics. 


Q. The informant you now speak of, is that informant the same 
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person as the person whose last name is Raimondi, and who has been 
mentioned during the course of this hearing? A. No, sir. Thatisa 
different person. 

Q. A different person. A. Yes, sir. It is. 

Q. And you say that the informant to whom you now refer has 
furnished you reliable information in the past. A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now, I want you to tell His Honor all the information that 
you had in your possession prior to the evening hours of April 24, with 
respect to premises 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest, Washington, and the 
person named Estella Murphy, in relation to the narcotics traffic. 
A. Yes, sir. Prior to April 24, 1959, I had received information 
from the Federal Bureau of Narcotics that they had been maintaining 
an observation on the premises 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest, for a 
period of time, and had observed numerous narcotic addicts and 
peddlers enter and leave the premises, amongst them a George Willis. 
I also had received information-- 

Q. Was George Willis known to you, sir? A. Yes, he is, sir. 

174 Q. How is Willis known to you, or was he? 

MR. LEVINE: Objection, Your Honor, based on lack of 
materiality. 

THE COURT: I will permit him to answer. He is known to you 
sir? 

THE WITNESS: He is known to me as a narcotic peddler, who 
is presently in Jail for violation of the Harrison Narcotic Act. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. What other information did you have from the Federal 


Bureau? A. That was basically the information: the observation, the 


people they observed coming in and out of the premises. 

Q. Had the Federal Bureau of Narcotics told you over what 
period of time they had maintained their surveillance of premises 2007 
Klingle Road prior to April 24th? 

MR. LEVINE: Objection, Your Honor. Hearsay. 

THE COURT: I will permit that, sir. 
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THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. Their information to me was that 


they were maintaining an observation about six or eight months; for 


quite a period of time. 
BY MR. LOWTHER: 
Q. Now, then, there came a time on April 24th, when you had 


occasion to have conversations with one Leoris Raimondi; is that not 
correct? A. Yes, sir. 

175 Q. I want you to tell His Honor what transpired as between 
yourselves and Leoris Raimondi, what arrangements were made with 
her; everything you did in the evening hours of April 24th. A. Yes, 
sir. 

Q. First of all, let me ask you this: What information had 
Leoris Raimondi given you before you made arrangements as to the 
purchase of narcotics and when had she given you this information 
with respect to Gloria Morton and the premises 706 Quincy Street, 
Northwest. 

MR. LEVINE: Objection, Your Honor. I think that is hearsay. 

THE COURT: Yes. I think hearsay is proper under certain 
circumstances, such as probable cause; isn't it? 

MR. LEVINE: May I reply, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Yes. 

MR. LEVINE: With reference to the Conte case--Conte versus 
the United States--where the highest court of the jurisdiction said, 
Your Honor, as IJ understand it, that any uncorroborated tip by an in- 
former, such as this, is not grounds for any probable cause. 

THE COURT: I didn't indicate it would be, but this is a com- 
bination of other matters. I will hold itis proper. 

MR. LEVINE: I didn't hear some of that, Your Honor. 

Iam sorry. 

176 THE COURT: I said under the circumstances, for the purpose 
for which we are here assembled, I think it is appropriate and I will 
admit it. 

THE WITNESS: On the morning of April 24th, 1959, I had 
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occasion to interview Leoris Raimondi. She stated that she wished 


to assist the Narcotic Squad and she gave me certain information to 


the effect that she was purchasing narcotics from a Gloria Morton at 
706 Quincy Street, Northwest, in the basement, and she outlined to me 
her method for obtaining these narcotics. She stated that before she 
went to the premises she would call Gloria Morton on the telephone. 


I believe it is Taylor 9-1524. I might stand corrected on that. And 
that after she called Gloria Morton, Gloria Morton would tell her to 
come on over to the house. She stated she would then go to 706 
Quincy Street, Northwest, where she would be admitted to the house by 
Gloria Morton, and that Gloria Morton would then ask her what she 
wanted and she would tell her how many capsules of heroin she wanted 
and give Gloria Morton $1.50 for each capsule of heroin which she 
wanted. She said that Gloria Morton would then go to a telephone in 
the apartment and telephone Estella Murphy and then after hanging up 
she would leave the premises. She said Gloria Morton would be gone 
for approximately one hour and that when she returned she would 
always give the narcotics to Leoris Raimondi, and Leoris Raimondi 
177 would then leave the premises with the narcotics. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Inthe evening hours of April 24th, in your capacity as a 
narcotic squad officer was the defendant Estella Murphy known to you; 
had you heard of her? A. I had heard of her prior, yes, sir. I had. 

Q. And had you heard of her, in what connection, please ? 

MR. LEVINE: Objection, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: What is your objection? 

MR. LEVINE: It is immaterial to the inquiry here. 

THE COURT: I think it is proper. You may answer. 

THE WITNESS: I had checked our files and ascertained that 
Estella Murphy hadbeen previously convicted for the Harrison Nar- 
cotic Act, and there was a picture of her in our files, plus other 
papers concerning her in our files in the office of the Narcotic Squad. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 


99 

Q. Prior to the evening hours of April 24th, in your capacity 
as a Narcotic Squad Officer was the person Gloria Murphy--I mean 
Gloria Morton, the defendant, known to you? A. Yes, she was. 

Q. In what connection, and how? A. I had met Gloria Morton 
on numerous occasions in the streets, and on those occasions conver- 

178 sation with her ascertained that she was a narcotic drug user. 

Q. Iwant you now, please, Officer, to tell His Honor what 
instructions you gave, if any, to Leoris Raimondi in the evening hours 
--well, tell His Honor what happened with respect to Leoris Raimondi 
in the evening hours of April 24th, please. 

MR. LEVINE: Before you answer, sir, may I make an objec- 
tion for the record? 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. You may proceed, sir. 

THE WITNESS: After talking to Leoris Raimondi that morning 
we made arrangements to meet later that evening. About between 
7:30 and 8:00 P.M. myself, Detective Longo, Didone, Panetta, Hood, 
and Bonaparte, met in the Office of the Narcotic Squad where Detec- 
tives Didone and Longo dusted a five dollar bill and ten one dollar bills 
with a flourescent powder and we made up a money list, which the 
three of us signed. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. When you say you made up a money list, what do you mean, 
Officer? A. We recorded the serial numbers from the ten one dollar 


bills and the one five dollar bill and recorded them on paper and we 


signedthe paper that the serial numbers were recorded on. 


179 Q. When you say you used a fluorescent powder, tell His Honor 
what you mean by that. A. That is a fluorescent detection powder, 
which we obtained from the Identification Bureau and when you put an 
ultra-violet light upon it, it becomes fluorescent. It lights up. 

Q. Go ahead. A. We then proceeded to the Women's Bureau 
and at approximately 8:30 P.M. Officer Goodrum searched the defend- 
ant--searched the special employee, Leoris Raimondi. 


Q. Officer Goodrum is a female, a police woman; is she not ? 
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A. Yes, she is, sir. 
Q. Were you present at the time Officer Goodrum searched the 


body of Raimondi? A. No, I was outside the room. 

MR, LEVINE: May I have that last answer stricken? 

THE COURT: What? 

MR. LEVINE: The answer was: Officer Goodrum searched 
Leoris Raimondi. Question: Were you present when--was Officer 
Goodrum a female? Answer: Yes, a female police officer. Question: 
Were you present when Officer Goodrum searched Leoris Raimondi? 
Answer: No. 

May we have the statement: Officer Goodrum searched Leoris 
Raimondi, stricken? 

180 THE COURT: You didn't see that, did you, sir? 

THE WITNESS: No. I did not actually see it. She took her 
into a room and I remained in the corridor outside of that room and 
after she came out of the room Officer Goodrum informed me she had 
searched, completed the body search of the special employee, Leoris 
Raimondi, and had found that she had no narcotics and had removed 
some money which she did have. 

MR. LEVINE: May I state for the record, Your Honor, that 
Officer Goodrum is here, I think, and Officer Goodrum can testify. 

THE COURT: Don't go into that, sir. If you have any objection 
to make, make it. 

MR. LEVINE: I object and ask that it be stricken. 

THE COURT: I overrule your objection and deny your motion 
to strike it. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Now, after Officer Goodrum had given you the information 
with respect to how she had searched Raimondi, tell His Honor what 
then transpired, Officer. A. We then left the Women's Bureau in 
Detective Panetta!s automobile. Officer Goodrum, Detective Longo, 
Detective Panetta, and myself, and special employee Leoris Raimondi. 


In a police cruiser which followed was Detective Didone, Detective 
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Hood and Detective Bonaparte. 
We proceeded to Georgia Avenue and Park Road, Northwest, 


where Leoris Raimondi left our car in company with the police woman, 


Miss Goodrum. 

Q. Did you see where they went? A. Yes, they went to an out- 
side telephone booth at the gas station. 

Q. Could you see what was going on inthe phone booth? A. No, 

Q. There came a time when Raimondi and Goodrum came back 
to your presence? A. Yes, sir. They returned to the automobile where 
Leoris Raimondi informed us that she -- had dialed -- 

MR. LEVINE: Objection, Your Honor. It is hearsay, sir. 

THE COURT: She made a telephone call and then what happened, 
sir? 

THE WITNESS: She came back to the automobile with the police 
officer and stated that -- after coming back to the automobile Detective 
Longo, in my presence, handed Leoris Raimondi the $15 in marked 
money. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Let me ask you this: Did Leoris Raimondi -- 

MR. LOWTHER: If Your Honor please, may I make an inquiry 
of the Court. Did Your Honor sustain the objection that the Officer 
couldn't state what Raimondi told him? 

THE COURT: I was trying to shorten it. 

MR. LOWTHER: Oh, I see. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Go ahead, Officer. A. After returning to the automobile 
Leoris Raimondi was given the $15 in marked money. We then drove 
to Eighth and Randolph Streets, Northwest, or Eighth between Quincy 
and Randolph Streets, Northwest, where Leoris Raimondi left the auto- 
mobile and was followed directly behind by Officer Goodrum. They left 


the automobile and walked across New Hampshire Avenue and east.into 
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the seven hundred block of Quincy Street, Northwest. 

Q. Did they disappear from your sight? A. They left our view. 
We then moved our car down below Quincy Street on Eighth where we 
took up a point of observation. Officer Longo left our automobile and 
took up a point at New Hampshire Avenue where he could observe Quincy 
Street. 

* * 
BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Go ahead, Officer. A. So, about 8:45 P.M. that evening, from 
where we were sitting, I observed Gloria Morton come out of the 700 
block of Quincy Street. 

Q. You say 8:45, Officer? <A. Yes. 

* * * * * 

THE WITNESS: That would be about 9:45, I would make it. About 
9:45 P.M. I observed Gloria Morton walk out of the seven hundred block 
of Quincy Street, Northwest, across New Hampshire Avenue, and walk to 
the corner of Georgia Avenue and Quincy Street, Northwest, where she 
stopped a southbound taxicab and entered the same. Myself, Detective 
Panetta, Detective Longo joined us, and Private Goodrum also joined 
us, and we followed the cab to 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest, where Gloria 
Morton left the cab and entered the premises. We took up an observation 
on the premises. She arrived there about 9:55 P.M., when she entered 
the premises. About 10:30 P.M. she left the premises, Gloria Morton 
left the premises, and as she arrived on the sidewalk a bus stopped 
simultaneously at the time she came out, about 10:30 P.M., and Gloria 
Morton entered the bus. 

Q. A Capital Transit bus? A. Yes, sir. A Capital Transit bus. 

I think it was 3171, the bus number. We followed the bus for a few blocks 


but Gloria Morton was seated, she was the sole passenger on the bus, and 


she was seated to the rear on the right hand side; she was looking around 
and the neighborhood was very quiet. We thought that she would spot us 
so we discontinued following the bus. 
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We then drove back to the seven hundred block of Quincy Street, 
Northwest, and passed through the block one time, which was a pre- 
arranged signal to Detective Didone and Hood that Gloria Morton was 
on her way back to that address from 2007 Klingle Road. 

Q. In other words, as I understand you, Hood and Didone had not 
gone to follow Morton; is that right? A. Hood had followed behind us 
and taken Bonaparte with him, but he had returned and joined Detective 
Didone at Seventh and Quincy, Northwest, where they were staked out 
waiting for Morton. We passed through the block, which was a previous 
signal for them and we kept going, so they would realize Gloria Morton 
was on her way back and had gone to Estella Murphy's place. 

We then drove around the block and parked in the seven hundred 

block of Quincy Street, Northwest. A few minutes later, I observed 
Detective Hood run across the street and we then pulled up to the corner 
where I observed Gloria Morton placed under arrest by Detective Didone. 

Q. When you saw Morton placed under arrest by Didone, did you 
go over to the place where Didone had placed her under arrest? A. Yes, 
sir. I left the car and went over to where they were. 

Q. Tell His Honor what transpired with respect to the defendant 
Gloria Morton after she was placed under arrest. A. After the defend- 
ant Gloria Morton was placed under arrest she was taken to the Women's 
Bureau where Officer Goodrum searched her. 

Q. Not in your presence? A. Yes, in my presence. 

Q. Go ahead. A. When we arrived at the Women's Bureau, the 


defendant Morton became very belligerent and it was necessary to restrain 


her, and Officer Goodrum removed her left stocking and as she did so, she 


found a piece of paper, and in the paper was a quantity -- 

Q. Removed whose left stocking? A. From Gloria Morton. 

Q. In other words, the Officer removed the stocking of Gloria 
Morton? A. That is correct. She was searching Gloria Morton. 

Q. Allright. A. And removed her left stocking and found a piece 
of white paper and contained in it was a quantity of white powder. She 
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immediately turned this over to Officer Longo. Upon doing that a piece 
of pink tissue paper fell out of her stocking. The same stocking. Inside 


-- Detective Longo picked it up -- were fourteen gelatin capsules con- 


taining a white powder. Defendant Morton was asked what it was and she 


stated it was heroin and it was for her own use. 

Q. Did she make any statement as to where she had gotten it? 

MR, LEVINE: Objection, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Levine, I think this is admissible. This is what 
constitutes the basis for the officers going to the premises and doing 
what they did. 

MR. LEVINE: I am trying to save the record, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: You have objected, sir. The record is saved. 

Yes, sir. 
BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Do you recall, Officer, whether after the defendant Morton 
said that the contents of the tissue and the capsules were heroin, was 

she asked where she got itfrom? A. Yes, sir. She was, but she 
would not tell us. 

Q. She refused? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Tell His Honor what transpired then. A. We then left the 
Women's Bureau and returned to the seven hundred block of Quincy Street, 
Northwest. That was about ten -- no, lam sorry. That was about 11:15 
P.M. A police woman went back to the house and returned a short while 
later with Leoris Raimondi. Upon returning to our car we asked Leoris 
Raimondi what had transpired in the premises after she had entered same 
with our money. 

MR. LEVINE: Objection, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: For the same reason, I assume. 

MR. LEVINE: May I state my reason for the record at this time? 

THE COURT: All right. 

MR. LEVINE: Your Honor, Gloria Morton was arrested at just 
that moment with narcotics and the testimony was she refused to say: 
where she got them. The testimony was she went to Estella 
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Murphy's house and on her way home she was in a bus that wasn't under 
surveillance for a long period of time. Now, Your Honor, the government 


seeks to show through Officer Paul that Leoris Raimondi is now going to 


tell Officer Paul what she understood happened and Leoris Raimondi 
wasn't even there when this thing happened. 

THE COURT: I don't know that, sir. You may proceed with the 
testimony, sir. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. What did Leoris Raimondi tell you? A. She told me that 
after she knocked on the door and Gloria's mother had admitted her to 
the premises, she told Gloria Morton that she wanted to buy ten capsules 
of heroin, and that she gave Gloria Morton $15 for that plus an extra 
dollar for cab fare. 

Q. Where had she gotten the extra dollar from? A. She had 
gotten that from us at Georgia and Park Road. 

Q. Was that extra dollar marked or not? A. No, sir. That 
dollar was not marked. 

MR. LEVINE: May I now, at this point, Your Honor, re-request 
my direction that this be stricken and that the objection be upheld on 
the basis that as of the testimony so far it is total hearsay and there is 
no connection whatsoever with whether or not Estella Murphy sold 
Gloria Morton narcotics. 

THE COURT: Very well. Go ahead. 

THE WITNESS: After giving her the $15 she had informed us that 
she gave Gloria Morton an extra dollar for cab fare so we had given her 
the extra dollar but that dollar was not marked. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. You started to tell what Leoria Raimondi had told you trans- 
pired at 706 Quincy. Will you please relate that. A. Yes, sir. She 
said after she had given her the money Gloria Morton went over to a 


telephone and called Estella Murphy on the telephone. 
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MR. LEVINE: Objection, Your Honor. My grounds at this time is: 
How on earth could Leoris Raimondi possibly know who Gloria Morton 


called on the telephone. 

THE COURT: I suppose she had a conversation with her. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. She said she was present in the room 
when Gloria Morton made the phone call and I assume she had a conver- 
sation with Gloria Morton there because she told us that Gloria Morton 
told Estella Murphy -- 

MR. LEVINE: Your Honor, might I point out this witness has stated 
he assumes so and so happened. It is in the record. 

THE COURT: If it is in the record, there is no need to interrupt. 
The record will speak for itself, sir. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Go ahead, Officer. A. And that after she had hung up the 
telephone after talking to Estelle Murphy, she put on her coat and left 
the premises. 

Q. After Raimondi came back to the police cruiser where, if any 
place, did you take her? A. We took Raimondi to the Tenth Precinct. 
We left her. | 

Q. Was there a search conducted of her person after she returned 
from 706 Quincy Street, Northwest? A. Yes, sir. At the Tenth Precinct 
Officer Goodrum searched her again. 

Q. After you left Raimondi at the Tenth Precinct will you tell His 
Honor what happened then? A. Yes, sir. We then proceeded back to 
2007 Klingle Road, Northwest. When we arrived on the corner of 
Klingle Road and Park Road, Northwest, which was about 11:30 or 11:35 
P.M., we met Officer Bonaparte, who had remained there. 

Q. What if any information did Officer Bonaparte give you at that 
time? A. He stated that during the interval -- 

MR. LEVINE: Objection. Your Honor, again, Officer Bonaparte 
is here. It is hearsay for this officer to testify what some other officer 
told him. 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. I understand and your objection is noted. 
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Q. What did Officer Bonaparte tell you? A. He stated that after 
Gloria Morton had left and we had left behind her, that no one had entered 
or left the premises. 

Q. Go ahead. What happened then? A. We then proceeded to the 
premises. Officer Hood and Private Goodrum were to go to the front 
door. Detective Longo, Didone and myself were to remain around the 
general vicinity of the front of the house. Detective Panetta and Bona- 
parte were to come to the rear of the premises. 

I went up to the porch at 2007 Klingle Road and I stood on the 
porch of that house, which is adjacent to 2007 and observed Detective 
Hood and Goodrum walk to the front door. When Detective Hood knocked 
on the door and rang the bell, after a passage of three or four minutes 
the:hall light came on -- the porch light came on. I heard Officer Hood 
ask for Estella Murphy. Officer Hood then said he was a police officer. 
I observed him take his I.D. folder and hold it up to the glass. A short 
while after that Officer Hood hit the door with his shoulder. I then 
jumped on to the porch where he was and assisted him in forcing the 
door open. 

Q. After the door was opened did you have occasion to place under 
arrest anyone inthe premises? A. Yes, I did, sir. 

Q. Who did you place under arrest? A. As I entered the premises 
I observed Defendant Estella Murphy running up the stairs. She was al- 

most to the top and she had slipped on the steps and she regained 
her footing and was still running up the steps. She had a brown paper 


bag in her left hand. I placed her under arrest at the top of the steps. 


I removed this brown paper bag which contained four hypodermic needles. 
At that time Detective Didone, Detective Hood, and Private Goodrum 
had arrived at the top of the steps also. I turned Defendant Murphy over 
to Detective Didone and Miss Goodrum. They took her into the front bed- 
room, which is the bedroom occupied by the defendant Murphy. Detective 
Hood and myself -- the bathroom door is at the top of the steps and -- 
Q. The second or third floors? A. The second floor. At the 
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top of the steps is the bathroom door. It was partially opened. Detective 
Hood and myself then entered the bathroom door. Inside I observed the 
defendant Williams seated fully dressed in an overcoat, hat and a suit, 
sitting on top of the closed commode. I observed standing in the bath 


tub a young female who later was identified as defendant Murphy's twelve 


year old daughter, Laureen Murphy. She was standing in the bathrub 
and she looked a little frightened. 

Defendant Williams was sitting on the commode and he had his 
hands behind him and he was frantically attempting to do something with 
his hands. 

MR. LEVINE: Objection, Your Honor, to the word apparently. 
May we have that stricken, please? 

THE COURT: All right, sir. What movement did his hand make? 

THE WITNESS: His hands were behind him and he was moving 
them very rapidly behind him. 

BY MR. LOWTHER: 

Q. Did you see whether the commode seat was up or down? 

A. The lid was down. It was closed. 
* * * * * 

Q. Did you place him under arrest, Officer? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. After the arrest what did youdo? A. Officer Hood opened 
the lid of the commode and inside in the water were two cellophane 
bags containing a white powder, which Officer Hood removed from the 
commode. Williams was then taken into the front bedroom where 
Defendant Murphy already was. The money that defendant Williams 
had on him was taken from his pockets and examined and amongst the 
money he had on him was the $15 -- the one five dollar bill and the ten 
one dollar bills in marked money was found in his pocket. He stated 
he had gotten the money from the bed in the front bedroom, second 
floor front bedroom, which is Estella Murphy's bedroom. 

Estella Murphy stated that she had gotten the money from Gloria 
Morton. The ultra-violet light was brought into the room and played 
upon both of their hands. 
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Q. You mean Murphy and Willie Williams. A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Goahead. A. And the fluorescence on both of their hands 
becoming illuminated, and also the fluorescence on the money was still 
illuminated. 

* * * * * 

Q. What was recovered then, Officer? A. The defendant Murphy 
stepped behind a dresser and pulled her dress up and from the top of 
her stocking she removed two packages, one containing a quantity of 
capsules and one containing a quantity of a loose white powder which 
she turned over to Detective Didone. 

MR. LOWTHER: I have no other questions of this witness. 

THE COURT: Mr. Levine? 

CROSS-EXAMINATION 
BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, Officer Paul, you testified on direct examination that 
an informant prior to April 24th, gave you some information about 
Gloria Morton in reference to narcotics dealings and it wasn't Deloris 
Raimondi. What was the informant's name, sir? 

MR. LOWTHER: If Court please, to that question I will object. 
I will advise the officer, subject to Your Honor's ruling, that he may 
refuse to reveal the name of the informant. 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. There is no contention this informant 
was involved in this particular transaction; is there? 

MR. LEVINE: Your Honor, as I recall from the state of the 
record, and the state of this witness's testimony that the probable 

cause went back before April 24th. I think the record will make 


that abundantly clear. I now respectfully request the Court through the 


device of this question to find out what the name of that informant was so 
that we may then find out whether that informant had any interest, bias, 
or motive to testify in the manner they did, which the officer said helped 
them obtain probable cause upon which they did most of this work. 

THE COURT: I know of a Supreme Court case that goes to the 
point of whether the informant is an active party to the transaction 
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itself. That you are entitled to. But I know of nothing that makes it 
proper under the circumstances here reflected, so I will deny your -- 
I will sustain the objection to the question. 
BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. You also testified that there was an informant named Leoris 
Raimondi who did specific acts in this case on April 24th. Is that true? 
THE COURT: I think you are adding something to it he can't 

answer. 

MR. LEVINE: Strike that. Just answer it the best you can. Do 
you understand it? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. 

THE COURT: Reframe it, please. 

MR. LEVINE: Yes, sir. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Leoris Raimondi, was she an informer involved in this case? 
A. Inthis case? A special employee involved in this case; yes, sir. 

Q. Now, Leoris Raimondi, at the time she was a special employee, 
you testified on direct that that morning, April 24th, she agreed to give 
you some assistance; is that true? A. That is correct. 

Q. What caused her to agree to give you some assistance? 

A. I don't quite understand your question, sir. 

Q. Onthe morning of April 24th, when you testified she agreed to 
give you some assistance, was this because she was at that time under 
arrest? A. She was under arrest at that time; yes, sir. 

Q. Under arrest for a narcotic's law violation? A. No, sir. 

Q. What was the violation for which she was under arrest? 

A. Investigation. 

Q. For narcotics violation. A. Investigation of narcotics; that 
is correct. 

Q. Then she was under arrest for a narcotic law violation; is that 
true? A. No, sir. That is not true. 


Q. Now, sir. Had you investigated Leoris Raimondi as a prelude 


or as a result of the arrest that morning, the morning of April 24th? 
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A. I don't understand. 

THE COURT: Do you mean searched her, sir? 

MR. LEVINE: No. Had he investigated her, Your Honor, as a 
prelude to the arrest on the morning of April 24th, or had he investigated 


her after the arrest on the morning of April 24th. I want to know was 
Leoris Raimondi an addict. 
THE COURT: Do you know whether she was or was not an addict? 
THE WITNESS: She was a user of narcotics, yes, sir. 
BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Had Leoris Raimondi, prior to the arrest for investigation that 
you made on the morning of April 24th, had she ever been convicted of a 
narcotics law violation in the past? A. I believe she had, yes. 

Q. How many? A. To the best of my recollection, one. 

Q. Was that violation to the Uniform Narcotics Act or the 
Harrison Act? <A. I don't recall. 

* * * * * 

Q. Isn't it true that Leoris Raimondi, when you arrested her for 
narcotics law violation and investigation on the morning of April 24th, 
was a very heavy user of narcotics and didn't you find this out to your 
own satisfaction from her? A. Yes, she admitted being a user of 
narcotics, yes, sir. 

Q. A heavy user of narcotics. A. The term "heavy" is 
relative. She is a user of narcotics. 

Q. Allright. A user using two caps a day as against one that 
would use eight, the term of reference "heavy" being the one that would 
use eight caps a day, was she a heavy user of narcotics, as contrasted 
with, say, two caps aday. A. If you would consider eight capsules 
heavy, she would be a heavy user, yes, sir. 

Q. Now, as a matter of fact, when you arrested her for investiga- 
tion, she began to become sick, didn't she, because of withdrawal pains. 
A. No, she did not. 


204 
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Q. Do you know what the symptoms are -- 

THE COURT: He said she wasn't sick, sir. Do we have to go 
into that? 

MR. LEVINE: May I make a proffer for the record, Your Honor? 

THE COURT: Of what? 

MR, LEVINE: Of anticipated testimony, sir. 

THE COURT: Meaning what? He said she was not sick. You 


cannot anticipate anything from that. I must say to you, to my chagrin 
I have heard enough about withdrawal symptoms in this court to be 


cognizant of them. 

MR. LEVINE: I don't know if the Court of Appeals has sir. I 
am trying to preserve the record. 

THE COURT: Iam not going to assume they know any less than 
I do, sir. 

MR. LEVINE: Excuse me, Your Honor. May we approach the 
bench? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

(At the bench:) 

MR. LEVINE: Your Honor, Mr. Benton has informed me that 
Estella Murphy has informed him that when Estella Murphy was arrested 
she went to the hospital suffering from withdrawal sickness and when she 
was at the hospital she saw Leoris Raimondi there with acute withdrawal 
symptoms. 

THE COURT: You can put that in if it is pertinent. I think I have 
let you go very far. This officer says when he talked to her she wasn't 
sick. What does that prove? 

MR. LEVINE: The proffer I was going to make, Your Honor, -- 

THE COURT: You need not make a proffer. Let's not repeat what 
I have ruled on. 

MR. LEVINE: I don't know how to answer. 

THE COURT: You needn't. You want to show withdrawal symptoms 
and the officer said she had none. She wasn't sick. 

MR. LEVINE: May I reply? 
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THE COURT: What benefit do I get from you or Mr. Benton 
presenting a statement made by a defendant in a case where she says 


she possesses information contrary to the officer? 

MR, LEVINE: This, Your Honor: 

THE COURT: It means nothing to me. Go ahead. 

MR. LEVINE: If all of this information goes to probable cause 
and if we can show Leoris Raimondi was a heavy addict and on the morn- 
ing of April 24th indicated she had to have further narcotics or she would 
be further sick, then I think what she told them would not be probable 
cause. It is possible she may have gotten sick and would say anything. 

os * * * * 
(In open court:) * * = 

Q. Officer Paul, did you have a chance to observe Leoris Raimondi 
-- strike that, Mr. Reporter. On the day of April 24th what time in the 
morning was it when you arrested her for investigation? A. I would 
say about somewhere between eight and nine-thirty, A.M. in the morning. 

Q. At that time you discovered she was using narcotics ina 
relatively large quantity. 

THE COURT: He hasn't said relatively. I think he said eight, 
didn't you? 

THE WITNESS: No, Mr. Levine said eight. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Let me rephrase it. At that time you discovered that relatively 
speaking she was a heavy addict. A. No. I knew she was a user of 
narcotics, 

Q. Did you know she was an addict? A. No, I didn't know she 
was an addict. 

Q. You knew she had been convicted in the past. 

THE COURT: Please don't repeat these things. I was trying to 
give you all the latitude in the world, but please don't repeat. 

Q. Did you have occasion to observe her at other times during 
the course of that day, April 24th, from nine-thirty in the morning until 
maybe eight or nine at night? <A. Yes, sir. I talked to her again. To 
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the best of my recollection it was between two and four that afternoon. 
I talked to her at the Women's Bureau. 
Q. At that time did she indicate signs of withdrawal, sir? 
A. She did not. 

Q. Was she in custody from the time you spoke to her at eight 
or nine in the morning, until two in the afternoon? A. She was. 

Q. When next did you see her, sir? <A. I next saw her at 
approximately eight-thirty P.M. that evening. 

Q. Did she exhibit signs of withdrawal symptoms at that time? 
A. She did not. 

Q. Had she been in custody from two until eight that night ? 

A. She had been in custody since about -- eight or nine that morning 
until eight or nine that night. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did she indicate to you at any time during those three meetings 
that she had some narcotics to keep her from getting sick? 

THE COURT: Iam sorry. I didn't hear you. 

MR. LEVINE: Excuse me, Your Honor. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Did she indicate to you, sir, at any time that day, either in 
the morning, the! afternoon meeting, or the evening meeting, any need 
that she had for narcotics to keep her from becoming sick? A. She 
did not. Not during those meetings, no. 

Q. Did you ask her if she thought she was going to be sick that 
day? A. Iasked her later on, yes. 

Q. What time did youask her? A. As I recall it was approx- 
imately -- about one A.M. the following morning. 

Q. What was -- 

THE COURT: The 25th? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. That would be the 25th. 

Q. What was her reply, if any? A. Her reply at that time is 


that she wasn't feeling too well. 


Q. Did she indicate to you that she was beginning to go into what 


is known as narcotic withdrawal sickness? A. Yes, she said she 
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wasn't feeling too well. I assumed in my mind when a person that 
is using it says they are not feeling too well that they are going to get 
sick, yes. 

Q. Did you ask her that specifically? A. Did I ask her if she 
was going to get sick? 

Q. Yes. <A. Yes, about one A.M.,, after she said she wasn't 
feeling well. And approximately three A.M. on the 25th we took her to 
D.C. General Hospital. 

Q. Because of her acute illness. A. She was getting sick. That 
is correct, 

Q. Isn't it true that as a result of your arresting Leoris Raimondi 
on the morning of April 24th, that she agreed to give you information if 
you would allow her to maintain her habit. Isn't that true, that day? 

A. I don't understand that question at all, sir. 

MR. LEVINE: May the Reporter read it back, Your Honor ? 

THE COURT: All right. In other words, as I understand counsel's 
question, did she agree to give you information provided you agreed to 
allow her to maintain her habit. 

THE WITNESS: Maintain her habit? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. Under no circumstances like that. 

MR. LEVINE: What was that? 

THE COURT: Under no circumstances. 

THE WITNESS: Under no such circumstances, sir, was that true? 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. You testified, sir, on direct that you got certain information 
from the Federal Bureau of Narcotics about 2007 Klingle Road. Would 
you produce that information here? 

THE COURT: I think we have reached the limit in this matter, 


Mr. Levine. Do you want him to produce the whole files on that case? 
MR, LEVINE: Well, perhaps I asked the wrong question. I would 
like to ask how many files he got, and what the files, specifically, per- 


tained to. He testified to this on direct. 
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THE COURT: He testified he had certain information this place 
had been under surveillance for a period of time. 

MR. LEVINE: He said he got certain information from the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Narcotics on 2007 Klingle Road. 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. And he further stated that they had under 
surveillance 2007 Klingle Road for a period of months. 

MR. LEVINE: Yes, sir. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, sir, was this information orally or in a written file? 
A. It was both. 

Q. Who gave you the information orally? A. Orally, I received 
the information from Agent Fred Wilson and John Thompson of the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Narcotics. The written information I obtained by going 
to the office of the Washington Field Office, Federal Bureau of Narcotics, 
where they handed me a book of approximately fifty pages containing 
information concerning 2007 Klingle Road and the defendant Estella 
Murphy. 

Q. Do you have that information in your file today? A. The 
information? 

Q. That thick file, or whatever it was they gave you. A. No, 
sir. That's the property of the Federal Bureau of Narcotics. 

Q. Did you make an abstract of that file? A. I did not. 

Q. Did you make any notes of that file at all? A. I think I took 
a few written notes. 

Q. May we see those notes? A. I don't have those notes. 

MR. LEVINE: Might the Court direct they be produced? 

THE COURT: No, sir. I will not at this point. 


MR. LEVINE: My reason for asking, Your Honor, it is all hearsay 


on direct and I wanted to see if there really was any grounds for probable 
cause. 
BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q. In reference to Leoris Raimondi, where is she today? <A. You 
mean where is she physically at this time? 
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Q. No. Is she in jailor free? A. I saw her a few days ago and 
she was on the street. 

Q. She was incarcerated a few days ago? A. No, sir. She was 
employed and had her own apartment. 

Q. Isn't it true, sir, that as a result of the assistance she gave you 
in this case, that she was granted some kind of conditional release after 
she became cured from her withdrawal sickness at D.C. General Hospital? 
A. Conditional release ? 

Q. Yes, sir. A. She was not there under any charge. She was 
never charged with anything and she was not conditionally released. 

Q. Now, sir, you testified, I believe, that Leoris Raimondi had 
been convicted once previously of a narcotic's law violation. A. To 
the best of my recollection she had a previous narcotic record. 

Q. You testified you brought her to D.C. General Hospital -- 

THE COURT: Let's don't repeat, please. 

MR. LEVINE: Might I have your permission just this one time, sir? 

THE COURT: All right, sir. Go ahead. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. You testified she was brought to D. C. General Hospital suffer- 
ing from what appeared to be narcotic withdrawal sickness on the morn- 
ing of April 25th. Is that correct, sir? A. Yes, she asked if we would 
take her to the hospital. 

Q. Was she then charged, sir, if you know, with any violation of 
the narcotics laws being a user, to your knowledge? A. She was charged 
with no violation of any kind. 

Q. Is it not a fact, sir, that the reason she wasn't charged after you 
knew personally she was a narcotic user because she agreed to give you 
certain information in the Estella Murphy--Willie Williams case? 

A. The reason was that we had no charge to charge her with, if we had 
wanted to charge her. 

Q. The hospital report said she was suffering from narcotic with- 


drawal, didn't it? A. I received no such report from the hospital. 
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Q. Did you make any inquiry? A. She remained in the hospital 
a short period of time and left. She voluntarily admitted herself to the 

hospital. 

Q. You didn't bring her there, sir? A. We transported her 
there, yes; but -- 

Q. You brought her there in response to her request, is that 
correct? A. That's correct. We transported her to the hospital and 
she admitted herself to the hospital. 

Q. Yes, but when she admitted herself you knew she was admit- 
ting herself because of narcotic withdrawal symptoms. 

THE COURT: Are you saying he knew it or assumed it? 

MR. LEVINE: Assumed. 

THE WITNESS: She said she was sick. I assumed it. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. And if she was suffering from withdrawal symptoms she 
obviously had recently been using narcotics; is that true? 

THE COURT: What are you coming to, Mr. Levine? 

MR. LEVINE: The point I was trying to come to, Your Honor, 
was that if this woman is now not under any charge and is on the street 
free, just two and one-half months after this incident, it shows possibly 
that Leoris Raimondi on April 24th, might not be what is considered a 
reliable witness to give this hearsay information upon which they base 


the probable cause; particularly in view of the fact, Your Honor, that 


she was convicted once by his testimony. 
THE COURT: I have made a note of that, that she is a user; and 
I have made a note she went to the hospital saying she had what we 


generally recognize as withdrawal symptoms. 
MR. LEVINE: Will the Court indulge me one moment, sir? 
THE COURT: Yes, sir. (There was a pause.) 
BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q. Is it not true, Officer, that when you arrested Leoris Raimondi 


for narcotics violation investigation on the morning of April 24th -- 
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THE COURT: Are you saying it is true he did arrest her? 

MR. LEVINE: That was the preface to my question. 

THE COURT: I didn't understand you to ask.it. Was she arrested 
by you? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. She was arrested by myself on the 
morning of the 24th. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, on the morning when you arrested her did you not discover 
that when you did arrest her that morning she was at that time on some 
kind of parole or conditional release from wherever it was she had been 
incarcerated or sent as a result of some kind of court conviction? 

A. I knew that before she was arrested. 

Q. Did you report this to the parole authorities and have her 

returned? A. The parole authorities were notified that she had 
been picked up, yes. 

Q. And is it not a fact, sir -- which parole authorities did you 
notify? A. Her Probation Officer, Mr. Davis and the D.C. Probation 
Board. 

Q. Mr. Davis? <A. That is correct. 

Q. Where was she paroled from? Do you know? 

MR. LOWTHER: Objection, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: I am going to sustain the objection. We are not 


going to have just a general run-down of everything which might possibly 


be of some help in the trial of the case on the merits. 

MR. LEVINE: I wasn't doing that, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: I think you are, sir. I think you have done it very 
successfully thus far. 

MR. LEVINE: I never even had that in mind, sir. 

THE COURT: All right, sir. Iam conscious of it, then. That 
is not what we are assembled here for today, or yesterday either. 
Let's stay within the limits. 

MR, LEVINE: I will try, Your Honor. 
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MR. LEVINE: May I ask a question, Your Honor, whether or not 
this officer discussed with Mr. Davis of the Probation Office -- 

THE COURT: Iam not going into it. I just ruled on that, sir. 

MR. LEVINE: I haven't given you my question, sir. 

THE COURT: I have passed on that. If you desire to move to 
something else, you may, Sir. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Sir, you testified that Leoris Raimondi told you certain things 
that Gloria Raimondi had told her about Gloria Morton's activities with 
Estella Murphy. Is that the way it was? May I use the blackboard, Your 
Honor ? 

THE COURT: I don't think we need it. I have been sitting with 
you here since 9:30. Let's move on, please. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q. Is that not correct as to the sequence of how you were told 


things which ultimately came down to Estella Murphy? 


MR. LOWTHER: Objection. It is not a clear question. 

THE COURT: All right, sir. Reframe your question. I don't 
understand it, either. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. You testified that Leoris Raimondi told you certain facts. 

THE COURT: Don't tell him what he testified, please. Ask him 
a question and try to make it so it is susceptible of an answer. 

MR. LEVINE: May I reply, Your Honor? 

THE COURT: You needn't reply. If you have a question, put it, 


MR. LEVINE: I am trying to, sir. 
THE COURT: Well, do it and stop backing and filling. 
BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. When Leoris Raimondi told you certain information about Gloria 
Morton, is it not a fact that she also at that time told you what Gloria 
Morton told her that Estella Murphy told Gloria Morton? Do you under- 
stand the question? 
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THE COURT: Do you understand it, sir? Idon't. 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. 

MR. LEVINE: May I use the blackboard? 

THE COURT: No, sir. You are not going to use the blackboard. 
You are an experienced lawyer and you can put a question in a manner 
that it will be susceptible of an answer. 

MR. LEVINE: I have never had to question a person on quadruple 
hearsay and I am having difficulty coming through to him. 

THE COURT: You needn't have the difficulty. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Mr. Witness, you learned of certain facts involving Estella 
Murphy. Is that correct? A. Yes. 

Q. Would you tell us how you did, please, in reference to what 
Leoris Raimondi told you. A. Only on what Leoris Raimondi told me 
you are concerned about now? 

Q. Please. A. All right. On the morning -- when we first 
picked up on the 24th -- Leoris Raimondi -- 

Q. No. Mr. Witness, excuse me. Perhaps you must have mis- 
understood me. Just tell me chain of how you heard it. Not what you 
heard, but the chain. From Leoris Raimondi to whom, about whom, to 


whom, about whom, and back to you. A. I don't understand that 


question, sir. 

MR. LEVINE: May I have your permission to try to clarify this 
point, Your Honor? 

THE COURT: Just put the question, please. You have a perfect 
right to put any intelligent questions to him that are relevant. 

MR. LEVINE: It might involve repeating a question I have already 
asked, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: I don't think it is necessary to repeat anything you 
have asked, sir. Put a question to him as to something you want to 
elicit. You must have a reason. Ask it. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q. Inthe chain of sequence as to who told what information to who, 
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would you tell us how you discovered that Estella Murphy was trafficing 


in narcotics, without telling us the specific facts; just how you discovered 
it. 

THE COURT: I don't think it is susceptible to an answer, sir. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. You testified on direct examination, sir, that Leoris Raimondi 
on April 24th, gave you certain information; is that correct? A. Yes, 
sir. 

Q. And the information she gave you was that Gloria Morton told 
her something; is that correct? A. Partly so, yes. 

Q. And the information she told you was that Gloria Morton told 
her, Leoris Raimondi, that Gloria Morton purchased narcotics from 
Estella Murphy. Is that correct? 

MR. LOWTHER: Your Honir, -- 

THE COURT: I am going to sustain the objection. You are doing 
exactly the same thing over and over. 

Mr. Levine, apparently what you have in mind is what you know 
already and you are just re-hashing and we cannot afford the time to be 
squandered for that purpose. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, sir, you testified that Leoris Raimondi told you that 
Gloria Morton went to a telephone; is that correct? A. That is correct. 

Q. And that when she went to the telephone she called Estella 
Murphy. A. That is correct. 

Q. Did you ask Leoris Raimondi what number Gloria Morton 
called? A. Idon't believe I did. No, sir. 

Q. Did you ask -- strike that, please. Now, sir, you testified 
that you put fluorescent powder on certain money. Was that in order to 


ultimately find that money, if possible? A. That is correct, sir. To 


ascertain who had possibly handled that money. 
Q. And you testified that when you went to 2007 Klingle Road you 
brought an ultra-violet ray lamp with you; is that correct? A. That 


is correct. 
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Q. And you were going to use the ultra-violet ray lamp to find 


out who had handled the money. Is that correct? A. That is correct. 

Q. And this, then, would be the basis for some possible charge 
you would then lay in reference to the marked money; isn't that correct? 
A. I don't understand the question, sir. 

Q. Let me repeat it. When you went to the house at 2007 Klingle 
Road you went there with an ultra-violet ray light. Was this light brought 
there to be used to determine who, if anyone, you would then place under 
arrest for some violation of some crime that you would charge? A. It 
was brought to the house specifically for one purpose: To ascertain who 
had handled the marked money. 

Q. And when you went to the house you had no idea that Willie 
Williams had handled the marked money; had you? A. When I went to 
the house, no, sir. 

Q. And before you battered down the door you had no idea -- 

MR. LOWTHER: Object to that, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Levine, we are only interested here in probable 
cause and not what was gotten afterwards. The mere fact that he gets 
narcotics afterwards wouldn't justify the search and seizure. Therefore, 
I think for this purpose we are going way beyond. 

MR. LEVINE: Excuse me, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: All right, sir. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, Officer, in relation to the trip that Gloria Morton made 
on the night of April 24th from 706 Quincy Street to 2007 Klingle Road, 
Northwest: Did you or any officer under your direction or in your 
company investigate who or determine who the cab driver was who drove 
the cab that Gloria Morton got into to go to 2007 Klingle Road. A. No, 
sir. 

Q. So it is possible that she could -- 

THE COURT: Don't use possible. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q. Is it not a fact, sir, you have no knowledge that Gloria Morton 
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did not receive the narcotics from the cab driver? 

MR. LEVINE: Going to probable cause, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: You mean other than what she told him? 

MR. LEVINE: Yes, sir. . 

THE COURT: He wasn't there, so I will assume that she and the 
cab driver were alone -- is that the point? 

MR. LEVINE: In the cab, sir. 

THE COURT: I will take that. 

MR. LEVINE: Would -- may I inquire of Your Honor ? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

MR. LEVINE: Would your assumption on that, Your Honor, be 
binding on the Court of Appeals on the government ? 

THE COURT: I can't say how binding it will be on them but I think 
the facts speak for themselves. She was in the cab and the driver was in 


the cab. What happened when the officer wasn't looking, the record is 


certainly void. 
MR. LEVINE: May I ask this question? 
THE COURT: Yes. 
BY MR, LEVINE: 

Q. The cab driver was not a police employee, was he? A. He 
was a passing cab, which she hailed. 

Q. Would you answer the question? 

THE COURT: He was not a police officer? 

THE WITNESS: No. Definitely not. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, sir, Gloria Morton arrived at 2007 Klingle Road on the 
night of April 24th. When she left 2007 Klingle Road she got on a bus. 
Was that the Nineteenth Street Loop Bus, if you know? A. I don't know 
what bus it was. 

Q. Would your records so indicate? A. My record indicates 
the number of the bus. 


* a 


125 

@. Now, sir, were you in charge of this case? A. Primarily. 
Detective Didone and myself. This was our investigation, yes. 

Q. Did you order Detective Panetta to keep Gloria Morton under 
surveillance during the journey from and to her house? A. We kept 
her under surveillance. Did Iorder Detective Panetta to? He was 
driving the automobile we were in. Yes. 

THE COURT: Excuse me, Mr. Levine. Did I understand you did 
keep Gloria Morton under surveillance from -- from where, sir? 

THE WITNESS: From where she picked up the cab at Georgia and 
Quincy to 2007 Klingle Road where she left the cab, and then from 2007 

Klingle Road. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Did you keep the bus under surveillance -- did you keep her 
under surveillance while she was on the bus until she returned to the 
point where she was arrested? A. I did not, sir. 

Q. How long did you follow the bus? A. We followed the bus about 
two, maybe three blocks. 

Q. Isn't it true -~ Excuse me. Had you finished, sir? A. It 
makes a left turn off Klingle Road and winds in and out some of those 


streets. We followed a few blocks and then discontinued following it. 


Q. Isn't it true, sir, that within two or three blocks of the point 
where Gloria Morton got on that bus the bus goes to a point somewhere 
below Klingle Road where it stops, turns around, and waits for some 
few minutes before resuming the next trip? Isn't that true? A. I 
don't know, sir. 

Q. Did you follow the bus that far? A. We followed a few blocks 
and then we stopped following it when she started looking around. 

* * * * * 

Q. At the time Leoris Raimondi gave you this information on 
April 24th, did you consider the information reliable? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Did you consider her to be a reliable informant? A. I believ- 
ed her information to be very reliable in conjunction with the other inform- 
ation I had concerning the same activity, upon which she gave me informa- 


tion. 


126 


* * * * * 
Q. Did you consider this informant to be reliable? Answer my 


question, please. A. Yes, I did. 
* * * * * 


Q. Do you know in terms of miles how many miles it was from 


the point where you or Detective Panetta in your presence discontinued 


the surveillance of the bus to the point where Gloria Morton was arrest- 
ed? To the best of your ability, sir. A. A mile and a half or two miles. 
Something like that. 

Q. And, sir, isn't it true that that bus, to bring Gloria Morton 
from the point that she was at, to the point where she was arrested, had 
to take her almost directly across the city of Washington, D. C., in the 
Northwest sector? A. I wouldn't say directly across the whole North- 
west section. No, sir. 

Q. All right. Where was Gloria Morton arrested, sir? A. She 
was arrested at Seventh and Quincy Street, Northwest. 

Q. Is that near Rock Creek Church Road and Park Place? A. I 
don't know exactly. Those streets are in the vicinity. I don't know 
exactly how close they are. 

Q. Is it not close to New Hampshire and Georgia Avenue, sir -- 
Seventh and Quincy? A. Yes, it is about two or three blocks. That is 
correct. 

Q. Now, what time of night was it when Gloria Morton was 
arrested? That is, on April 24th? A. She was arrested about 10:45 P.M. 

Q. And what time was it when at the Women's Bureau you dis- 
covered narcotics in her left stocking? A. The narcotics were recover- 
ed about eleven P.M. 

Q. Eleven o'clock at night. Now, sir, at the time did she tell you 
where she got the narcotics? A. She did not. 

Q. Did she consistently refuse to tell you or did she just refuse 
one time that night ? 

THE COURT: Where? 
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MR, LEVINE: In the Women's Bureau at eleven o'clock at night 
on April 24th, 1959, directly after you discovered the narcotics herein 


referred to in her left stocking. 

THE COURT: Is your question from whom she got it or where 
she got it? 

MR. LEVINE: Either where or from whom. Either one. 

THE WITNESS: She refused to tell us from whom or from where 
she had gotten the narcotics from. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. And based on her refusal to tell you where she got the nar- 
cotics, did you question her at all about receiving the narcotics? 
A. (Pause.) 

Q. She refused to tell you where she got them. Did you ask her 
any other questions about the narcotics after she refused to tell you 
where she got them? A. No, sir. We did not. 

Q. How many times did you ask her where or from whom she got 
the narcotics? 

THE COURT: What difference does that make? I think he has 
told you other evidence in the case which would lead up to certain 

inferences and certain statements. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Did you question the bus driver of bus number 3171 that night 
in reference to any narcotics dealings he may have had with Gloria 
Morton? A. I did not. 

Q. Did you question any of the passengers on Bus 3171 on the 
night of April 24th? 

THE COURT: Were there any passengers on the bus? 

THE WITNESS: She was the sole passenger on the bus. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q. For the period of time you surveilled the bus. 
THE COURT: That's the only part he can testify to. That is 


obvious. Don't let's go into the obvious, please, sir. 
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BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, at eleven o'clock at night did you have any discussions 
with any of your fellow officers involved in this case about getting an 
arrest warrant for Estella Murphy? 

THE COURT: I will sustain the objection to that. They didn't 
have a warrant. There is no pretense there was one. 

MR. LEVINE: May I say something for the record, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Yes. 

MR. LEVINE: For the record, Your Honor, I would like to state 

that if they did have a discussion and if they determined they 
couldn't get a warrant, it will tie in with my legal argument that if 
they couldn't get a warrant to do something they couldn't do it without 
a warrant. 

THE COURT: Do you mean, did they apply for a warrant and 
were refused, sir? 

MR. LEVINE: I want to ask -- 

THE COURT: Let's get one thing at a time. Is that what you want? 
Did you apply for a warrant? 

THE WITNESS: We did not. 

THE COURT: For arrest or search? 

THE WITNESS: Neither, sir. 

MR. LEVINE: My next question is: Did you discuss with the 
other officers conducting this case the possibility of then and there 
applying for a warrant ? 

THE COURT: I will sustain the objection to that. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Did Officer Didone tell you to go and get a warrant? 

THE COURT: I will sustain the objection. And don't put questions 
which are identical to the ones I have ruled on. 

MR. LEVINE: Well, the first question was -- 


THE COURT: And don't argue either. Just move on to something 


else if you have anything. 
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MR. LEVINE: May I preserve the record, Your Honor? 

THE COURT: You have preserved the record. 

MR, LEVINE: In due deference to the Court, Your Honor, may I 
ask the question sir: Did you order anyone to go and get an arrest or 
search warrant. That question hasn't been asked. 

THE COURT: Mr. Levine, I have been as calm with you as I can. 
You are carrying me to the end of the line. Anything that is relevant 
you don't have to ask, with deference to the Court, to get an answer. 
But things which are repetitious and continually repetitious and things 
which have been ruled upon you certainly should not, as a lawyer of 
this Court, do it. 

(There was a pause.) 
BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. What time was it, sir, that you, if you know, that this door at 
2007 Klingle Road was pushed open? <A. We entered the premises 
about -- I would say between 11:35 and 11:40 P.M. on the 24th. 

Q. Was there any pressing need or any immediate emergency 
that caused you to go there at that time? A. The reason we went to 
the premises at that time was because our money was in the house; 
because we had probable cause to believe that narcotics were still in 
the house; and we went there to arrest the defendant Murphy. 

Q. You had no information, sir, that Mrs. Murphy was contemplat- 
ing immediate flight, did you? A. I did not, sir. 


Q. As a matter of fact, even before you arrived there were police 


officers at the house, were there not? In reference to 11:30 or 11:00 


at night. A. There was a police officer watching the house during the 
interval of time that we placed the defendant Morton under arrest and 
picked up the special employee and returned, yes. 

Q. So that at all times after you arrested Gloria Morton the house 
at 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest, was under observation; is that correct? 
A. That is correct. 

Q. Did anyone attempt to enter or leave the house from the moment 
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it was placed under observation until the moment you pushed the door 


in? A. Officer Bonaparte informed us upon returning to the premises 
that no one had entered or left the premises. 

Q. Were there police both at the front and back door ? 

THE COURT: At what time? 

MR, LEVINE: At any time, say from ten o'clock at night until 
11:40 at night, on the night of April 24th. 

THE WITNESS: The only officer there was Officer Bonaparte. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Subsequent to Officer Bonaparte's being placed there was 
there any other police officer or officers who were stationed at any 
other doors? <A. Subsequently to that? 

Q. Yes. A. Yes, Officer Bonaparte and Officer Panetta. 

Q. Where was Officer Panetta stationed? A. At the rear door. 

Q. And Officer Bonaparte was at the front door? A. Rear door. 

Q. Who was at the front door? A. I was at the front door with 
Detective Longo, Didone, Hood, and Miss Goodrum of the Women's 
Bureau, 

Q. Did Officer Hood approach the front door of 2007 Klingle Road, 
Northwest, with another Officer? A. Yes, with Miss Goodrum of the 
Women's Bureau. 

Q. And no one else approached the porch at the time they did 
initially. They were onthe porch alone. A. That is correct. On the 
porch by themselves. 

Q. And neither one of them were in uniform were they? A. No, 


Q. Was there any officer at any time that night who was in 
uniform at that address? A. Later that evening. The wagon men who 
came to transport were in uniform. 

Q. Excuse me, sir. I meant at any time up until the moment the 
door was pushed in. A. No, sir. 

Q. You testified you jumped over the porch from 2009 to 2007 
and helped force the door open; is that correct? A. That is correct. 
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Q. How long did it take you to push the door in? A. I believe -- 
Q. You and Mr. Hood together, Imean. A. I believe Officer Hood 
hit the door once and we hit it in unison the second time. 
Q. So one lunge by you and one by Mr. Hood, a separate lunge by 


Mr. Hood, and the door came in. A. To the best of my recollection, 


Sir. 

Q. And when the door came in what was the first thing you saw 
when the door pushed in? A. The defendant was almost to the top of 
the steps and she slipped and she regained her footing and continued up 
the steps. 

Q. Was this what caused you to place her under arrest? 

THE COURT: I thought he said he went there to arrest her. 

MR. LEVINE: No, on direct he said he saw a brown paper bag 
in her hand. 

THE COURT: No, sir. Officer, did you say you went there to 
arrest Estelle Murphy ? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. We went there to the premises to 
place Estelle Murphy under arrest. 

MR. LEVINE: That is when Officer Hood went to arrest her, 
Your Honor. Officer Hood said -- 

THE COURT: I am not hearing you. 

MR, LEVINE: Excuse me, Your Honor. The testimony was that 
Officer Hood went there to arrest her, and said, "We want Estelle 
Murphy," and this man was on another porch next door, so he wasn't 
there at the house to arrest her. 

THE COURT: We better let the record speak for itself. But just 
so I understand it, Officer, did I understand that you, Officer Paul, did 
go there for the purpose of arresting one Estelle Murphy ? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. And the other officers to assist us in 
the arrest of Estelle Murphy. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q. Did you, Officer, tell Estelle Murphy the purpose of your 
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visit there before the door was pushed in? A. Officer Hood -- 

Q. Did you, sir, tell her? <A. I did not, sir. 

Q. Now, you testified you saw her run up the stairs with a small 
brown paper bag. Is that correct? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Is this what caused you to place her under arrest then and 
there in her house after the door had been pushed in? A. I placed 
her under arrest as soon as I caught up to her. 

Q. Was it because she had a brown paper bag in her hand? 

A. Because we came to the premises for that specific purpose. 


Q. And it wasn't because she had a brown paper bag in her hand. 

THE COURT: He stated the reason, sir. That is the reason, 
isn't it, sir? 

THE WITNESS: We went to the premises to arrest her. 

Q. And you arrested her as soon as you caught her. A. As soon 


as I caught up to her at the top of the steps I placed her under arrest. 
Yes, sir. 

Q. And you placed Willie Williams under arrest; didn't you? 
A. In the bathroom. 

Q. What was the cause of arresting him ? 

THE COURT: Are you representing Williams, sir? 

MR. LEVINE: No, sir. But I am asking this man on cross-exam- 
ination what he has testified to on direct in reference to Estella Murphy 

and what he did in her house. 

THE COURT: You are now asking about Williams. 

MR, LEVINE: I think it all goes to probable cause, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: You have no objection, Mr. Benton? 

MR. BENTON: No, I don't object. 

THE COURT: All right, sir. Go ahead, sir. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. What was your cause for arresting Willie Williams? 
A. Finding two cellophane bags containing a white powder in the com- 
mode and Williams seated above it attempting to flush the commode. 
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Q. When you ordered Mr. Williams up off the seat of the commode 
at that time he was under your restraint; wasn't he? A. That is correct. 

Q. So that Mr. Williams was under arrest before you found the 
bags; isn't that true? A. Yes, sir. I had probable cause to believe he 
was involved in illicit narcotic traffic. 

Q. What were the grounds for that probable cause? A. I had 
come to the premises to arrest Estella Murphy for being involved in 
illicit narcotic traffic and probable cause to believe narcotics had come 
from those premises upon seizing them from Gloria Morton who we had 

seen enter and leave those premises and defendant Williams was 
found in the premises seated on the bath -- on top of the commode, 
which was closed, fully clothed, in his Coat, suit, shirt, and tie, and hat; 
and a child was standing in the bath tub, half clothed. 

All of these circumstances, plus the fact that the defendant was 
sitting there with his hands behind him moving them very rapidly attemp- 
ting to flush the commode, all of those circumstances led me to believe 
he was involved in this illicit narcotic traffic, and he was then placed 
under arrest. 

Q. Isn't it a fact, sir, that when you went to that house, and when 
you got to the top of the stairs in the front room, when you were there 


and Mrs. Murphy was there, and Mr. Williams was there, along with 


the other police officers, you said, "All right, this ultra-violet ray light 


will tell me who's got the marked money and I'm going to find out to- 
night." Didn't you say that? Or words to that effect? A. No. What 
we did was after they were placed under arrest, the defendant Murphy 
handed either Detective Longo or Didone a sum of money -- bills. I 
removed a sum of bills from the Defendant Williams' pocket. We placed 
the ultra-violet light upon the bills. A certain amount of them from 
defendant Williams’ pocket became illuminated, which we checked the 
serial numbers of the illuminated bills and they matched the serial 
numbers which we had on the paper which we had prepared earlier that 


evening. 
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Q. Isn't it true, sir, that at that point you said to the other officers, 
"This makes our case,"' or words to that effect? A. I don't recall mak- 
ing that statement. 

Q. Did anybody make that statement in your presence? A. This 
makes our case? 

Q. Or some such words. "The case is air tight." Or, "This nails 
it down."" Or, "This proves the case.'' Or any words to that effect? 


A. I don't recall anyone saying those words; no, sir. 


Q. Isn't it\true, sir, that the police officers all became very 
happy and had a discussion right in the front room in your presence and 
in the presence of Estella Murphy and Willie Williams and the general 
tenor of the conversation was how pleased all of you were that the marked 
money was found, Isn't that true? A. Certainly we were satisfied to the 
effect that we had recovered our marked money and recovered some heroin; 
yes. I wouldn't say we were hilarious. We were certainly satisfied that 
we had recovered our money. 

Q. And there was certain conversation held between you and the 
other officers in reference to the finding of the marked money; isn't that 
true? Just answer yes or no. Don't tell us the conversation. A. I 

don't understand your question. 

Q. Isn't it true that when the marked money was discovered that 
the fluorescent powder illuminated under the ultra-violet ray light, that 
then there were discussions between the officers about finding the 
money ? 

THE COURT: Did you have any such discussions ? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

THE COURT: You mean other than checking the money for serial 
numbers and that sort of thing? 

THE WITNESS: I don't understand the question. 

THE COURT: All right. 

BY MR, LEVINE: 
Q. Did you say anything -- you testified, sir, that you were pleased. 
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THE COURT: Oh, we are not going to go into this trivia unneces- 
sarily. I hope he would be pleased, if he legitimately functioned as a 
police officer and makes a legitimate case he ought to be pleased. 

MR. LEVINE: My question, Your Honor, was that if they said, 
"Wow." "Now, this makes our case." 

THE COURT: He said he didn't have any recollection of it and 
you have asked it three or four times and you are not asking that again, 
sir. 

MR. LEVINE: Will the Court indulge counsel one moment? 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. (There was a pause.) 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Officer Paul, when Gloria Morton walked out of Estella 
Murphy's house on the night of April 24th, sometime between nine and 
ten o'clock at night or thereabouts, did you make any attempt or did you 
order any police officials to make any attempt to arrest her right then 
and there? <A. I did not, sir. 

Q. Did it occur to you, sir, that possibly the narcotics -- strike 
that. Did it occur to you, sir, that perhaps the narcotics that were 
found on Gloria Morton might not have been received from Estella 
Murphy ? 

THE COURT: I will sustain an objection to that. 

MR. LEVINE: May I finish the question for the record, sir? 

THE COURT: I think you have made sufficient request for the 
record, sir. The fact is, you didn't, did you, Officer? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. 

THE COURT: And for a reason, didn't you? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. I believe I had my reason. 

THE COURT: Do you want to know the reason? 

MR. LEVINE: No, sir. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Did you search Gloria Morton just prior to the time she 

entered the house at 2007 Klingle Road? A. No, sir. 
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Q. Did you or any officer under your direction? <A. No, sir. 
Q. Was Gloria Morton searched at any time on the night of 
April 24, 1958, before she left her house at 706 Quincy Street to go to 
2007 Klingle Road? <A. Not searched by myself. No, sir. 


Q. Was she searched by anyone under your direction? A. No, 


Q. Do you have any knowledge that she was searched? A. Not 
by a police officer, no, sir. 

Q. As a matter of fact, you know for a fact, do you not, sir, -- 

THE COURT: Don't argue with the witness. He has answered 
the question put. 

MR. LEVINE: I have nothing further of this witness, Your Honor. 

MR. BENTON: May I ask one or two questions ? 

THE COURT: All right. 

BY MR. BENTON: 

Q. Officer Paul, at the time you entered premises 2007 Klingle 
Road, and observed the defendant Williams seated on the commode, you 

did not observe him at that time commit any felony, did you? 

THE COURT: You are asking for a conclusion. Do you want to 
ask him if he found anything other than he has told you? 

MR, BENTON: I am trying to find out whether in his mind as an 
officer he determined a felony was being committed in his presence. 

THE COURT: Do you want him to answer that? I will let him 
answer it if you want him to. 

MR. BENTON: I will withdraw it. 

THE COURT: All right. 

BY MR. BENTON: 

Q. You had no prior information about the defendant Willie 

Williams, that is}; before you entered the premises. In other words, 


when you went to the premises 2007 Klingle Road you did not go there 


for the purpose of arresting Willie Williams, did you? <A. No, I did not. 


Q. Asa matter of fact, you had no reason to believe Willie 


Williams was on the premises; is that correct? A. That is correct. 
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Q. And at that time your first observation of Willie Williams was 
after you ascended the stairway at 2007 Klingle Road; is that correct? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And at that time, that is, when you first observed him, what 
crime or any was he committing? 

THE COURT: I will sustain the objection to that. That is a 
conclusion, sir. You can ask him what he was doing, what he saw, sir. 

MR, BENTON: I have no further questions. 

MR. LOWTHER: No questions, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Do I understand you, Officer, that you arrested 
Williams prior to the time you looked into the commode, sir? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. Private Hood actually looked in the 
commode. 

MR. LOWTHER: That completes the government's case, Your 
Honor. 

THE COURT: Have you anything further, Mr. Levine? 

MR, LEVINE: I would like to call a man on redirect. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 

Thereupon, 
RAY RUSSELL 
was called as a witness for and on behalf of the defendant Estella 
Murphy, and, after having been sworn, was examined and testified as 
follows: 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Sir, would you state your name and occupation for the record, 

please? A. Ray Russell, D.C. Transit System, Incorporated. 

Q. What is your job, sir? A. Iam a principal traffic analyist 
for D.C. Transit Company. 


Q. Now, did you bring any D.C. Transit Company records with 


138 
you in reference to the bus schedules of certain buses that travel the 
Northwest sector of the city of Washington, D. C.? A. I have the bus 
schedule for the Park Road bus line, Route H-2. 
Q. Directing your attention to the address 2000 block of Klingle 
Road, Northwest, is there a bus stop in that block, if you know? A. Yes, 


sir. There is a bus stop on Park Road near the 2000 block. 

Q. Of Klingle Road. A. Of Klingle Road. 

Q. Would you trace the course of the bus that goes by the 2000 
block of Klingle Road that goes two or three blocks to a point where it 
waits a couple minutes and turns around and then traverses the city in 
an easterly direction until it comes to the area of Rock Creek Church 
Road, Park Place and Seventh and Quincy Street. 

THE COURT: Mr. Levine, don't you think you better let him do 
it. You want this as of the 24th of April, 1959. 

MR, LEVINE: Yes, sir. At approximately between nine and ten 
o'clock at night, if you are able to do that, sir, 

MR. LOWTHER: Your Honor, the evidence in this case shows that 
Gloria Morton left 2007 Klingle Road at approximately 10:30 P.M. 

MR. LEVINE: Excuse me. Between ten and eleven that night. 

THE COURT: All I am trying to get is what we are talking about. 
This is the 24th of April, between ten and eleven, 1959. 

THE WITNESS: And you want the route of the bus? 

THE COURT: Yes, sir. 

MR. LEVINE: To the best of your ability, sir. 

THE COURT: Is it one route, sir? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

MR. LEVINE: All right, sir. 

THE WITNESS: At that point the bus comes south on Nineteenth 
Street and turns west on Park Road. Then it operates westerly on 
Klingle Road to Adams Mill Road. Then south on Adams Mill Road to 
Kenyon Street. At this point the bus takes a lay-over. At that time of 
night the lay-over is two minutes. It changes signs and then continues 
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east on Kenyon Street to Eighteenth Street then north on Eighteenth 
Street to Adams Mill Road. Iam sorry. To Lamont Street instead of 
Adams Mill Road. East on Lamont Street to Mount Pleasant Street. 

North on Mount Pleasant Street and Seventeenth Street to Monroe 
Street. Then east on Monroe Street to New Hampshire Avenue. Then 
it continues out New Hampshire Avenue and Rock Creek Church Road 
to the Eastern Terminal. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, sir, if you will, would you tell us to the best of your 
ability how many bus stops there are between 2007 Klingle Road, North- 
west, and the area of Rock Creek Church Road and Park Place, or 
Seventh and Quincy Street, Northwest? How many stops are there for 
a bus to stop and take on and discharge passengers ? 

THE COURT: Approximately, Mr. Levine. 

MR, LEVINE: Yes, sir. 

THE WITNESS: Approximately twelve or fifteen stops. I 
wouldn't -- 

THE COURT: All right. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 


Q. And would you tell us to the best of your ability, sir, how 
many blocks it is from 2007 Klingle Road to the address I already told 
you, or if you can't tell us in blocks tell us in miles; either way. 

A. To.Seventh and Quincy from 2007 Klingle Road? 
Q. Yes. Approximately. As best youcan. A. Approximately 


a mile and a half, or something of that nature. 

Q. Now, sir, can you tell us, using your records, how long such 
a trip would take or took on the night of April 24th, between the hours 
of ten and eleven o'clock at night? A. The bus is scheduled to leave 
Adams Mill and Kenyon, which is three blocks away from the 2000 
block of Park Road at 10:30. And it is scheduled to arrive at Georgia 
and New Hampshire Avenue at 10:40. That's just a few blocks west of 
the Seventh and Quincy. So it is roughly a ten minute trip plus the two 


minute lay-over time, and an additional two minutes to get to the 
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lay-over point. It would be about fourteen minutes. 
* * * * 
FINDINGS OF THE COURT 

THE COURT: This case is before the court on motions to 
suppress filed on behalf of the defendants Estella Murphy and Willie 
Williams, and a motion for severance on behalf of the defendant Wil- 
liams only. The motions to suppress have been heard at substantial 
length, defense counsel having been accorded considerable latitude in 
the examination of witnesses and full argument having been had. 

After weighing the credibility of the various witnesses who 
testified, the court finds: 

Prior to April 24, 1959, Detective Paul of the Metropolitan Police 
Narcotics Squad received information from the Federal Bureau of Nar- 
cotics that it had been maintaining surveillance of premises 2007 Klingle 
Road, N.W., in the District of Columbia, and had observed numerous 
narcotic addicts and peddlers frequent the premises, including convicted 
narcotics violators known to the police. Detective Paul was told by an 
unidentified informer, a narcotic addict, previously found to be reliable, 
that she had been purchasing heroin from the co-defendant, Gloria 
Morton, known to her as "Big Gloria," at 706 Quincy Street, N.W.; that 
when she made a purchase, Gloria would leave the Quincy Street premises 
and go to Estella Murphy's to obtain the narcotics. 

On April 24, 1959, Leoris Raimondi, an addict with a considerable 


record of misdemeanors and one narcotics violation conviction, was 


arrested on "investigation for narcotics", some time between 
eight and nine-thirty A.M. She stated that she wished to assist the 
Narcotics Squad of the Metropolitan Police. When interviewed by 
Detective Paul, she told him that she was purchasing ner narcotics 
from Gloria Morton. She stated that when she made a buy she would 
call Gloria Morton at the Quincy Street address on the telephone; that 
Gloria would tell her to come over; that when she got to 706 Quincy, 
Gloria would ask what she wanted; that she would tell Gloria how many 
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capsules and give her $1.50 for each capsule ordered; that then Gloria, 
after calling Estella Murphy on the telephone, would leave; that Gloria 


would be gone about an hour, and upon her return would give the nar- 
cotics to Leoris. Detective Paul had reason to believe in the reliability 
of this information from Leoris Raimondi, since it was corroborated by 
what he had been told by the other unidentified informer and by the ob- 
servations of agents of the Federal Bureau of Narcotics upon surveillance 
of 2007 Klingle Road. 

Detective Paul, in his work with the Narcotics Squad, had already 
heard of Estella Murphy. He had checked the files and found that she 
had been convicted previously under the Harrison Narcotics Act. He 
also knew of Gloria Morton as a drug user. 

Between 7:30 and 8 p.m., Detectives Paul, Longo, Didone, Panetta, 
and Bonaparte met in the office of the Narcotics Squad, where Detectives 
Didone and Longo dusted one $5.00 bill and ten $1.00 bills with fluorescent 
powder and made a list of the serial numbers of the bills. Thereafter, at 
about 8:30 p.m., they proceeded to the Women's Bureau, where they met 
Officer Goodrum and Leoris Raimondi. Officer Goodrum, a woman, 
searched Leoris for narcotics and money and removed some money. 
Detectives Longo and Panetta, Officer Goodrum, and Leoris Raimondi 
left the Women's Bureau in Panetta's car, with Detectives Didone, Bona- 
parte, and Hood following in a police cruiser. At Georgia Avenue and 
Park Road, Leoris Raimondi left the car with Officer Goodrum and 
made a telephone call from an outside booth at a gas station. After her 
return to the car, the informer was given the $15.00 in marked money 
and one unmarked dollar to cover Gloria Morton's cab fare. They then 
drive to Eighth between Quincy and Randolph Streets, N.W., where the 
informer left the automobile, followed directly by Officer Goodrum, 
They crossed New Hampshire Avenue and walked east in the 700 block 
of Quincy Street, until out of the view of the officers in the car. Officer 
Longo left the automobile and went to a point from which he could 
observe premises 706 Quincy Street. At about 9:45 p.m., Detective 
Paul observed Gloria Morton come out of the 700 block of Quincy Street 
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and walk to the corner of Georgia Avenue and Quincy Street, where 
she stopped a southbound taxicab and entered it. Detective Paul, with 
Detectives Panetta and Longo and Private Goodrum, followed the cab to 
2007 Klingle Road, N.W., where Gloria Morton left the cab and entered 
the premises at about 9:55 p.m. At approximately 10:30 p.m. Gloria 
Morton left the premises. As soon as she arrived on the sidewalk a 
D. C. Transit bus came along, and she boarded it. 

The officers followed the bus for a few blocks. Gloria Morton 
was the sole passenger. As she was looking around, they thought she 
might spot them, so they discontinued following the bus. They then 
drove back to the 700 block of Quincy Street, and passed through the 
block once, a prearranged signal, to inform Detectives Didone and Hood 
that Gloria Morton was on her way back to the house. They then drove 
around the square and parked in the 700 block of Quincy Street. At about 
10:45 p.m. Detective Paul observed Detective Didone place Gloria Morton 
under arrest upon her return. At about 11 p.m. they all went back to the 
Women's Bureau, where Gloria Morton was searched. A paper contain- 


ing a white powder and fourteen gelatin capsules, also containing a white 


powder, were removed from the top of her stocking. When asked what it 


was, she stated it was heroin. The officers then left the Women's Bureau 

and returned to the 700 block of Quincy Street about 11:15 p.m. Officer 

Goodrum went back to 706 and returned with Leoris Raimondi. Upon 
being asked what had transpired in the premises, she stated that 

after she knocked at the door, Gloria Morton admitted her to the premises; 

that Leoris told Gloria she wanted ten capsules of heroin and gave her 

the $15.00 in marked bills, plus the one unmarked bill for cab fare; that 

Gioria then went to the phone and called Estella Murphy; and that after 

the telephone conversation Gloria put on her coat and left the premises. 
The officers'took Leoris Raimondi to the Tenth Precinct, where 

she was again searched. The police then returned to 2007 Klingle Road, 

N.W., reaching there about 11:30 or 11:35 p.m. There Detective Bona- 

parte informed Detective Paul that no one had entered or left the premises 

during his absence. 
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Detective Hood with Officer Goodrum, both of whom were in plain 
clothes, went up to the front door of 2007. Detective Paul stood on the 
porch of premises 2009, next door. The other officers remained in the 
vicinity, some in the front and some in the rear of the house. Detective 
Hood knocked on the door and rang the bell off and on for from three to 
five minutes. No one came to the door. He and Officer Goodrum waited, 
continuing to ring the bell. Finally the lights came on in the hall and on 
the porch. Then, through the curtain at the glass in the door, Detective 
Hood observed the shadow of a woman come down the stairs in the hall 
and to the door. In a voice loud enough to be heard by Officer Panetta, 
who was then three doors away, Detective Hood announced that it was 

the police. The woman asked whom he wished to see, and he 
answered that he wanted Estella Murphy. At that time he was holding 
up against the glass of the door his credential folder, bearing his picture 
and the words "Metropolitan Police Department, Washington, D.C.", in 
large capital letters, followed by a certification in small print that the 
officer was a detective with the Department. When the woman parted 
the curtains on the door, Detective Hood recognized Estella Murphy, 
whose appearance he knew. She came close to the glass, almost touch- 
ing it, and looked, but when she saw the police credentials she turned 
and ran from the door and up the stairs leading to the second floor. At 


one point she slipped, but regained her footing and ran on up. Mean- 


while, when Detective Hood saw the defendant Murphy turn and run, he 


attempted to push the door in with his shoulder. His first attempt was 
unsuccessful. He was then joined by Detective Paul, who had leaped 
over the porch railing of premises 2009; and the two officers pushed in 
the door with their shoulders, breaking the lock. They rushed in and 
followed defendant Murphy up the stair. Detective Paul, passing Hood, 
caught up with defendant Murphy at the top and placed her under arrest 
as soon as he reached her. At the time she had in her hand a brown 
paper bag containing four hypodermic needles. The entry occurred 
about 11:35 or 11:40 p.m. 
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When he reached the second floor, Detective Hood heard someone 
making a noise inside a bathroom at the top of the stair. He and Detec- 
tive Paul looked in through the open bathroom door and saw the defend- 
ant Williams, seated on the commode, with the lid down. Williams was 
fully clothed, withian overcoat and hat on, and was moving his hands 
rapidly behind him where the flush lever should have been. Estella 
Murphy's twelve-year-old daughter was standing in the bathtub, half 
clothed. Detectives Hood and Paul, the latter having turned the defend- 
ant Murphy over to Officer Goodrum and Detective Didone, entered the 
bathroom and immediately placed Williams under arrest. 

Thereafter, Officer Hood raised the lid, looked into the bowl of 
the commode, and found two glassine bags containing a quantity of white 
powder. Defendant Williams was taken into the front bedroom, where 
Defendant Murphy already had been taken by Detective Didone. The 
marked $5 bill and ten $1 bills were recovered from Williams' pocket. 
The hands of both defendants showed traces of fluorescent powder on 
being tested with an ultra-violet lamp which the police had brought with 
them. The defendant Murphy stepped behind a dresser, pulled up her 
dress, and removed from the top of her stocking two packages, one con- 
taining a quantity of loose white powder and the other containing a quantity 
of capsules, which she turned over to Detective Didone. 

Defense counsel seek to quash the arrests, which were admittedly 
without either search or arrest warrants, as not being grounded on 


probable cause and as the fruit of an unlawful invasion of a dwelling 


house at a late hour of the night, by breaking in, when there was no 


necessity of the moment. Counsel liken the entry and arrest in the 
instant case to those condemned in Accarino v. United States, 85 U.S. 
App. D.C. 394, 179 F. 2d 456, in which it was stated (at p. 402 of 85 U.S. 
App. D.C.): 
" , . . (Unless the necessities of the moment require 
that the officer break down a door, he cannot do so 


without a warrant; and if in reasonable contemplation 
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there is opportunity to get a warrant, or the arrest 
could as well be made by some other method, the 
outer door to a dwelling cannot be broken to make 
an arrest without a warrant. The right to break 
open a door to make an arrest requires something 
more than the mere right to arrest. . ." 

Counsel argue further that, even if it be held that there were 
necessitous circumstances which justified a breaking, the arrests still 
would be unlawful for failure of the police to comply with the procedure 
required under Miller v. United States, 357 U.S. 301, in which it was 
held that an officer may break open a door to make an arrest without 
a warrant only if, after notice of his authority and purposes, he is 

denied admittance. 

After reviewing all the facts and circumstances surrounding the 
two arrests and the searches subsequent thereto, the court concludes: 

(1) When the police went to 2007 Klingle Road, N.W. they had 
probable cause to arrest Estella Murphy for felonies, namely, violations 
of the federal narcotics laws by the sale to Gloria Morton and by posses- 
sion of a supply of narcotics. This being so they had the right to arrest 
her without a warrant. 

(2) When Officer Hood rang the bell, loudly announced that it was 
the police and that he wanted Estella Murphy, exhibiting his police 
credentials through the glass of the door to the defendant Murphy, whom 
he recognized, he complied with the procedure approved in Miller v. 
United States, supra. Even if it should be considered that he did not 
announce Clearly that the purpose of his visit was to arrest Estella 
Murphy, it would have been useless for Officer Hood to explain any 
further, since the defendant Murphy ran from the door and up the stairs 


upon seeing his police credentials. In the Miller opinion, at page 310, 


the Supreme Court recognized: 
". . . It may be that, without an express announce- 


ment of purpose, the facts known to officers would 
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justify them in being virtually certain that the 

petitioner already knows their purpose so that 

an announcement would be a useless gesture 
Here, the defendant Murphy's action in running immediately upon being 
apprised of the presence of the police a short time after an illicit sale 
of narcotics by her, demonstrated full awareness of their purpose and 
made any further announcement useless. 

As to the making of the arrest without a warrant at a late hour of 
the night, the police did not have sure grounds upon which to arrest the 
defendant Murphy for the sale or possession of narcotics until about 
11 p.m., when Gloria Morton was searched at the Women's Bureau and 
narcotics were found on her. At that hour no magistrate was readily 
available to issue either an arrest or a search warrant, nor was a 
magistrate required to be available at such hour. Porter v. United 
States, 103 U.S. App. D.C. 385, 258 F. 2d 685. 

The police are to be commended for waiting to make an arrest 
until after they had obtained sufficient evidence to support a prosecution 
and conviction. 

In this case, there were circumstances which justified dispensing 
with a magistrate’s arrest warrant. To paraphrase Johnson v. United 
States, 333 U.S. 10, at page 15: Although no suspect was fleeing or 
likely to take flight and the arrest was made in permanent premises, 
not in a movable vehicle, "evidence or contraband was threatened with 

removal or destruction." Indeed, the reality of the threat of 
destruction of the contraband was demonstrated by the defendant Wil- 
liams' unsuccessful efforts to dispose of that which was in his posses- 
sion, foiled only by plumbing which was out of order. Under similar 


facts, an arrest without a warrant after an entry without breaking and 


the search incident thereto were held valid by the Court of Appeals of 
this circuit in Smith v. United States, 103 U.S. App. D.C. 48, 254 F. 2d 
751, cert. denied 357 U.S. 937 (1958). 
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Upon all the facts and circumstances, the court therefore holds 
that the entry by breaking was lawful. 
(3) Having lawfully entered, the police immediately arrested the 


defendant Murphy as soon as they could catch her. As an incident to 


her arrest they had a right to make a reasonable search thereafter not 
only of her person but also of the premises, for instrumentalities and 
means by which the crime was committed, the fruits of the crime, and 
property the possession of which is a crime. Harris v. United States, 
331 U.S. 145, 154. The articles taken from her person and from her 
premises, all of which were obtained after her lawful arrest, were 
therefore validly seized. 

(4) As to the arrest of the defendant Williams, the whole back- 
ground, as well as all the circumstances of his presence in the bathroom, 
a part of the premises which the officers had a right to search following 

their arrest of Estella Murphy, were such as to give police officers 
familiar with the narcotics traffic reasonable ground to believe he too 
had committed or was committing a felony, namely, the possession of 
narcotics, His immediate arrest was therefore lawful, and the seizure 
of marked money found in Williams’ pocket was a lawful incident to such 
arrest. 

(5) The seizure of the narcotics from the bowl of the commode 
after Williams' arrest was valid as incidental to the arrest of either 
the defendant Murphy, owner of the premises, or the defendant Williams, 
who had the narcotics in his constructive possession at the moment of 
his arrest. 

For the foregoing reasons the court denies the two motions to 
suppress, 

The defendant Williams having made no showing of prejudice which 
would justify the granting of severance, the court also denies the motion 
for severance filed in his behalf. 

(Thereupon, the hearing on the above motion was 


concluded.) 
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[ Filed July 14, 1959] 


RENEWED MOTION TO QUASH ARREST AND 
TO SUPPRESS EVIDENCE 


Comes now the defendant, Willie Williams, by and through his 
attorney, Alexander L. Benton, and moves this Honorable Court to 
quash his arrest and to suppress the evidence seized herein, and as 
reasons therefor states as follows: 

1. That in the evening of April 24, 1959, defendant was in lawful 
occupancy of certain premises in the District of Columbia when there 
was a breaking in and forcing the lock of the front door of said premises 
by officers of the Metropolitan Police Department, whose identity, name- 
wise, is not known to defendant; that said officers unlawfully entered and 
searched said premises; that such breaking and forcing of the door was 
without authority or color of right. 

2. That the defendant was illegally arrested and certain items of 
property were removed from the premises aforesaid and that the defendant 
was searched and certain marked money was removed from his person all 
in violation of his Constitutional Rights. 

3. That there was no warrant extant pursuant to which the defendant 
was arrested and searched and the premises entered and searched. 

4. That there was wholly lacking adequate and proper probable 
cause for arrest and search of defendant and the entering and searching 
of the premises. 

5. And for such other and further reasons as will be brought to 
the attention of the Court upon the hearing of this Motion. 

/s/ Alexander L. Benton 


[ Filed July 14, 1959] Attorney for Defendant 
2001 11th Street, N.W. 
HUdson 3-9212 


POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF MOTION 
TO QUASH ARREST AND TO SUPPRESS EVIDENCE 


1. Fourth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States. 
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2. Rule 41(e), Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. 
3. Affidavit of Willie Williams, annexed hereto. 


(Certificate of Service) 


[ Filed July 14, 1959] 


AFFIDAVIT OF WILLIE WILLIAMS IN SUPPORT 
OF HIS MOTION TO QUASH ARREST AND SUP- 
PRESS EVIDENCE 


Willie Williams, being first duly sworn on oath depose and state 
that: 

1. He is a citizen of the United States of America and is a resident 
of the District of Columbia where he has maintained a residence as a 
bona fide roomer at 2007 Klingle Road, N.W., since April 22, 1959. 

2. That the premises 2007 Klingle Road, N.W. was, on the date 
aforementioned and continued to be a private dwelling in which the 
proprietress and her family lived. 

3. That at about 11:00 P.M., in the evening of April 24, 1959, he 
locked and securely fastened the front door of said premises; and that at 
no time was said front door reopened by occupant of the premises on the 
date aforementioned. 

4. That at about 11:40 P.M., on April 24, 1959, he was sleeping 
in a chair in a second floor bedroom when he was suddenly awakened by 
a loud noise on the first floor; that he proceeded to the second floor 
hallway to investigate; that upon glancing down the stairway to the front 
door, he observed that the front door lock had been forced and was broken 
and hanging on by a single loose screw and that strangers, later identi- 
fied as Officers Longo, Didone, and Paul of the Narcotics Squad of the 
Metropolitan Police Department, were in the house and were accosting 
the proprietress. 

5. That he proceeded to the bathroom on the second floor and 
closed the door tightly; that the door opens inward into the bathroom from 
the hallway; that he sat on the commode and propped his feet against the 
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door; that the proprietress' daughter was standing before the mirror and 
combing her hair. 

6. That a short time thereafter the door was forced open by some- 
one from the outside and his knees were forced against his chest and his 
hands were dislodged from their grip on the bath tub and basin and there 
entered the bathroom a man, later identified as Detective Paul, who 
accosted me and placed handcuffs on him and immediately forced him into 
the front bedroom; that he demanded to know by what right, authority, or 
warrant, these intruders had to invade the premises and what right this 
officer had to arrest and search him; that no response was made to these 
inquiries; instead, the search of his person continued; that there was re- 
moved from his pockets some money; that one of the strangers present 
in the room used a strange looking light which was flashed upon the money 
and upon affiant's hands; that the serial numbers on the money removed 
from his pockets were compared with some numbers on a piece of paper 
held by one of the intruders; that one of them was heard to remark in an 
excited manner, in substance, "Oh, he's got the money." that it was at 
this time that he learned for the first time that certain money in his pos- 
session was marked. 

7. That at no time did either officer present either an arrest warrant 
or a search warrant despite repeated efforts to have them do so; and that 
at no time did he consent to the entering of the premises, breaking the 
door, searching the premises or searching his person. 

8. That such acts on the part of the officers were a violation of 
his rights under the Fourth Amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States. 

/s/ Willie Williams 


(Jurat dated 14 July 1959) 
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[ Filed July 17, 1959] 
ORDER DENYING DEFENDANT WILLIAMS' 


"RENEWED MOTION TO QUASH ARREST AND 
TO SUPPRESS EVIDENCE" 


Upon consideration of the defendant Williams' motion entitled 
"Renewed Motion to Quash Arrest and To Suppress Evidence", filed herein 
on July 14, 1959, which is in fact a motion for reconsideration of the mo- 
tions to suppress filed on behalf of the defendants Williams and Murphy, 
which, after a finding by the court that the defendants Williams and 
Murphy both had shown standing to file a motion to quash and to suppress, 
were heard at length on July 10 and 11, 1959, at which time the defendant 
Williams took the stand, was given full opportunity to testify to any facts 
which were relevant to said motions, and did testify to all the material 
matters included in his affidavit in support of the so-called 'Renewed 
Motion", and the court having denied said motions to suppress on July 11, 
1959, and filed a memorandum opinion stating its findings of fact on the 
evidence adduced in support of said motions and its conclusions of law, 
now, therefore, it is by the court this 16th day of July, 1959, 

ORDERED That the defendant Williams’ motion entitled ''Renewed 
Motion to Quash Arrest and To Suppress Evidence", which is a motion 
for reconsideration of the court's denial of the motions to suppress on 
July 11, 1959, be and the same is hereby denied without further hearing. 


/s/ R. B. Keech, 
.8S. DISTRICT JUDGE 
July 16, 1959. 


[ Filed Oct. 29, 1959] 


EXCERPTS FROM TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS 
SUPPLEMENTAL RECORD 
Washington, D. C. 
September 14, 1959 
The above-entitled cause came on for trial before the HONORABLE 
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EDWARD M. CURRAN, a U. S. District Judge, and jury, at 10:30 a.m. 
APPEARANCES: 
ARTHUR J. McLAUGHLIN, ESQ. 
for the Government 
HOWARD D. LEVINE, ESQ. 
for Defendant Murphy 
ALEXANDER L. BENTON, ESQ. 
for Defendant Williams 


PROCEEDINGS 

* * * * * * 

MR. LEVINE: I ask it now just to speed up the trial, to just 
allow me a blanket objection on the issues of law. 

THE COURT: As to what? 

MR. LEVINE: To the introduction of all this illegally seized 
evidence. 

THE COURT: All right. You may have an objection to it. 

MR. LEVINE: Thank you, Your Honor. As I understand it, I 
won't have to make objections. 

THE COURT: Just as to the introduction of the evidence. 


MR. LEVINE: All right. Thank you, Your Honor. 
* * * * * 


[ Filed Oct. 29, 1959] 


EXCERPTS FROM TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS 
[ Volume I] 
Washington, D. C. 


September 14, 1959 
The above-entitled cause came on for trial before the HONOR- 
ABLE EDWARD M. CURRAN, a U. S. District Judge, and jury, at 10:30 


a.m. 
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LEORIS RAIMONDI 
was called as a witness by counsel for the Government, and having been 
duly sworn was examined and testified as follows: 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. McLAUGHLIN: 
Q. Now, talk real loud so we all can hear you, and take your time. 
What is your name? A. My name is Leoris Raimondi. 
©. How do you spell the last name? A. R-a-i-m-o-n-d-i. 
@. And where do you live? A. 1445.N Street, Northwest, 
Apartment 109. 
MR. LEVINE: What is that address again? 
THE WITNESS: 1445 N Street, Northwest, Apartment 109. 
MR. LEVINE: 1445. Apartment number? 
THE WITNESS: 109. 
BY MR. McLAUGHLIN: 
Q. Where did you live during the month of April 1959? A. 1420 
N Street, Northwest, Apartment 2. 
Q. Now, recalling your attention to April 24 of 1959, do you re- 
call at that date of seeing any police officers? 
MR. LEVINE: Objection, Your Honor. Leading. 
THE COURT: Overruled. 
THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 
By MR. McLAUGHLIN: 
Q. And what police officers did you see, can you recall? A. Mr. 
David Paul, Mr. Thomas Didone, and Mr. Dante Longo. 
@. Do you recall what time of day or night you saw them on 
April 24 of '59? A. Approximately 8:15 a.m. 
@. And where were you at the time you saw these police officers? 
A. In my apartment, 1420 N Street, Northwest. 
Q. Did there come a time when you left your apartment with those 


police officers? A. Yes, sir. 


Q. And where did you go? A. To the narcotics squad. 


Q. And the narcotics squad at that time was located where? 
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A. In the District Building. 

Q. Police Headquarters? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. All right. And what was done to you or with you at Police 
Headquarters, if anything? A. I was taken to the women's bureau. 

@. And when you were taken to the women's bureau did you see or 
talk to any particular member of the Metropolitan Police Departne nt, 
that is, of the women's bureau? A. Yes, sir, I talked to Mr. Thomas 
Didone and Mr. David Paul. 

Q. Did there come a time at the women's bureau when you met a 
lady detective? 

MR. LEVINE: Objection, Your Honor. This is leading. "Did 
there come a time when you met a lady detective." Answer, "Yes." 

THE COURT: Your objection is overruled. Proceed. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

BY MR. McLAUGHLIN: 

@. Do you recall that lady's name? A. Miss Goodrum. 

@. After you met Miss Goodrum at the women's bureau did she 

do anything to you or with you at that time? A. Yes, sir, she took 
me in the room and searched me. 

Q. When she) searched you did she remove anything from your 
person? A. No, sir. 

Q. Let me ask you this: at that time were there any moneys or 
narcotics found on your person by Miss Goodrum? 

MR. LEVINE: That is leading. 

THE COURT: I was going to ask her that question myself. "Did 
they find anything on you." Did they? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. 

BY MR. McLAUGHLIN: 
Q. Now, after you were searched by Miss Goodrum at the women's 


bureau did you again see any police officers? A. Yes, sir. 


Q. And what police officers did you see? A. Mr. Dante Longo, 
Mr. David Paul, Thomas Didone. 
Q. And where did you see them, madam? A. The women's 
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bureau. 

Q. Now, at the time that you saw them after seeing Miss Goodrum, 
did they do anything with you or to you? A. Yes. They had a piece of 
paper with money recorded -- serial numbers. 

Q. Did they give you anything at that time? A. No, they 

didn't. 

Q. Now, did you remain there, or did you go any place with the 
police officers? A. I got in Mr. Panetta's car with Miss Goodrum, Mr. 
Longo, and Mr. Paul. 

Q. Do you recall where you went in that automobile with the 


police officers? A. Georgia Avenue and Park Road to a gasoline station 
telephone booth. 
Q. What section of the city was that? A. Northwest. 


Q. What time would you say you arrived in that immediate 


neighborhood? A. Approximately 9:25. 

Q. When you arrived in that immediate neighborhood was anything 
done to you or with you? A. Miss Goodrum and I got out of the car and 
went to the telephone booth. Miss Goodrum dialed the telephone number 
of Taylor 9-1524--Gloria Morton. 

Q. That telephone number was who? A. Gloria Morton. 

Q. And after Miss Goodrum telephoned, or dialed that number, 
did you do anything to or with the telephone? A. I took the receiver and 
talked to Gloria Morton. 

Q. Now, after talking to Miss Morton, then where did you go or 
what did you do? A. She told me to come on up to the house. 

Q. All right. And then what did you do or where did you go after 
that conversation? A. Got back in Mr. Panetta's DeSoto and went to 
8th and Randolph Street, Northwest. 

Q. When you went to that location what police officers were with 
you? A. Miss Goodrum, Mr. Panetta, Mr. Paul, Mr. Longo. 

Q. When you arrived in that immediate vicinity did you remain 
in the automobile or did you get out of the automobile? A. I was handed 
a paper with serial numbers recorded which I signed, and handed 
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fifteen dollars--a five dollar bill and ten one dollar bills. 
Q. And were you handed any other moneys at that time? A. And 
also a dollar cab fare for Gloria Morton. 
MR. LEVEINE: Might we ask Government counsel to stop leading 


the witness? 

THE COURT: Are you making an objection? 

MR. LEVINE: Objection, Your Honor, and ask that the last ques- 
tion be stricken. 

THE COURT: Your objection is overruled. He asked her was she 
given anything else besides the fifteen dollars and she said a dollar cab 


fare. 

MR. LEVINE: He asked, "Were you given any other moneys." 

THE COURT: Well, if he asked her that there is nothing ob- 
jectionable to it. 

MR. McLAUGHLIN: I didn't ask her that, Your Honor. 

BY MR. McLAUGHLIN: 

Q. Now, after you were given the moneys that you have just 
enumerated, what did you do or where did you go? A. Miss Goodrum and 
I got out of the car and walked toward 7th and Quincy Street, Northwest. 

@. All right. And when you arrived in that immediate vicinity, 
where did you go? A. I went to 706 Quincy Street, in the basement. 

Q. Who lived in that apartment? A. Gloria Morton. 

@. Now, did you enter that apartment? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. All right. When you entered that apartment at 706 Quincy 
Street, who did yousee in there? A. Gloria Morton answered the 
door and I walked in and saw Gloria Morton, her mother, and Delores 
Selby. 

Q. Now, after arriving in those premises did you do anything to 
or with Miss Morton? A. Idid. She made a telephone call to Estelle 
Murphy. 

MR. LEVINE: Objection, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: How do you know she called Estelle Murphy ? 

THE WITNESS: Because she called her name on the telephone. 
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MR. LEVINE: I object; it is hearsay. 


THE COURT: It is not hearsay if she heard her say the name. 
What did she say when she called on the phone? 


THE WITNESS: When the other party answered on the other end she 
said, "Estelle, ' and then she went on talking. She said, "I'll be right 
over." 

MR. LEVINE: May the Court rule on my objection? 

THE COURT: Yes. Your objection is overruled because the only 
evidence in is she called a person by "Estelle." 

MR. LEVINE: Would the Court then strike Estelle Murphy, be- 
cause she mentioned the name Murphy? 

THE COURT: Yes, I will. That may be stricken. 

BY MR. McLAUGHLIN: 

Q. Now, after you heard this conversation by Miss Morton on the 
telephone, what happened next, if anything? A. I handed Gloria Morton 
fifteen dollars and told her I wanted ten capsules of heroin, plus a dollar 
bill cab fare. 

Q. Now, the fifteen dollars that you handed Miss Morton, where 

did you get that fifteen dollars from? A. From the detectives I 
was with. 

Q. Was that just previous to going into those premises? A. Yes, 
sir, I signed for it. It was recorded. 

Q. Now, after you gave Miss Morton the moneys, what did she 
do, if anything? A. She put on a coat and left. 

Q. You say she left premises 706 Quincy Street, Northwest? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Now, after Miss Morton left what did you do or where did you 
go? A. I sat there in the apartment approximately until about 11:15 
or 11:20. 

Q. And what happened at that time, about 11:20? A. Miss Good- 
rum came to the door and knocked and asked for me. 

Q. Did you go any place with Miss Goodrum? A. I did. [ left. 

Q. Where did you go with Miss Goodrum? A. Went to Number 
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10 Precinct. 

Q. And what was done, if anything, to you or with you at Number 
10 Precinct? A. I was searched. 

Q. Was any money or narcotics found on you at that time ? 

A. No, sir. 

* oe * * ok * 

Q. Did all that you have testified to happen in the District of 
Columbia? A. Yes, sir. 

* * * * 

CROSS-EXAMINATION 
BY MR. LEVINE: 

* * * * * * 

Q. And what was your occupation just prior to your being unem- 
ployed? A. Waitress. 

@. Now, how long did you work as a waitress? A. I worked 
from January up until April--around the first of April--and then I worked 
from the last of May to July. 

@. So that you worked from January through April as a waitress, 
and May through July as a waitress? A. Yes. 

@. And between April and May you didn't work? A. No. 

Q. And from July to the present time you haven't worked? A. No. 

Q. So your statement just a minute or so ago on the stand-- 

MR. McLAUGHLIN: He is arguing with the witness. 

MR. LEVINE: I haven't asked my question. 

THE COURT: I don't know what the question is. Wait until he 
puts the question. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 


@. So, then, madam, your statement just a moment ago before this 


jury that you have only been unemployed the last month and a half isn't 
true. 
16 MR. McLAUGHLIN: Objection. 
THE COURT: I will sustain the objection. 
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BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q. How have you been supporting yourself through the months July, 


August, and September of this year? A. Ihave a friend at the Soldiers' 
Home I have been going with twelve years, and he has been helping me. 

Q. What is his name, madam? A. Mr. Lee R. Mumma -- 
M-u-m-m-a. 

Q. Andis he employed, if you know? A. No, he isa retired 
serviceman. 

Q. How long have you known him? A. Twelve years. 

Q. Does he give you money? A. He certainly does. 

Q. How much did he give you last week? A. He didn't give me 
anything last week. He gave me--on July 9 he gave me five hundred 
dollars, on July 11 he gave me a hundred and fifty more dollars. 

Q. And since July 11, in the last sixty or sixty-five days, how much 
money has he given you? A. I didn't understand that. 

THE COURT: Since July 11 has he given you any money? 

THE WITNESS: No, sir. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 


Q. Has anyone else given you any money since that time? A. No, 


Q. Are you practicing prostitution, or have you been in the last 
three or four weeks? 

MR. McLAUGHLIN: I object to that. 

THE COURT: Sustain the objection. Ask her what you want to ask 
her about her convictions. 

MR. LEVINE: First, Your Honor, if I might, I realize it is slightly 
irregular, but Iam trying to show what her present position in society is, 
and what her present status is, and perhaps if she is honest she will say, 
"Yes, Iam practicing prostitution." 

MR. McLAUGHLIN: If Your Honor please, I object to that--in- 
sinuation-- 

THE COURT: I have sustained that objection. Let's proceed ina 
lawyer-like fashion. I am not going to allow that question. 
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BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q. Now, madam, have you ever been convicted for soliciting 
for prostitution? 
MR. McLAUGHLIN: Objection. 
THE COURT: Sustained. 
BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q. I ask you if on March 13, 1952 you weren't convicted for 
soliciting prostitution? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. And I ask you further if at any time in your life you have ever 
taken narcotics? 
MR. McLAUGHLIN: Object to this, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: Sustained. 
BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q. I ask you if you are not the same Leoris Raimondi who was 


convicted and sentenced to a term of twenty months to five years on Janu- 


ary 18, 1955 for violation of the Harrison Narcotics Control Act; are you 


the same person? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. How much time did you serve as a result of that conviction? 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN: Objection. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

MR. LEVINE: I am trying to show how long she-- 

MR. McLAUGHLIN: I object to-- 

THE COURT: Wait a minute. The reporter can't get everything 
if you two are going to talk together. 

Now, I have already ruled that that is improper. The sentence 
has nothing to do with it at all. The conviction only goes to the credi- 
bility of the witness--not the sentence. 

MR. LEVINE: With the Court's permission, Your Honor, might 

I address an inquiry to the Court, Your Honor, from counsel? 
Might I ask her if, during the time of this incident, she was on condi- 
tional release from whatever institution it was that she was sent to? 

THE COURT: All right. 
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BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q. Madam, on your oath, I ask you if at the time of the incident 
referred to herein this morning by you that you, yourself, were not on 


conditional release as a result of this narcotics conviction? A. Yes, 


sir. 

THE COURT: I take it you mean parole; is that right? 

MR. LEVINE: Yes, sir. 

* * * 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, you are aware, are you not, of the fact that one of the 
conditions upon which you, yourself, can be paroled is not to associate 
with people dealing with narcotics; isn't that true? A. That's right. 

Q. And you knew that when you began to associate with Harold 
Shaeffer, didn't you? A. That's right. 

Q. Now, how long had you been associating with Mr. Shaeffer 
prior to April 24, 1959? A. Since 1953. 

* * * * * * 

Q. How long after the date December 24, 1959 did you commence 
to use narcotics, in view of your last answer? A. I don't remember. 

Q. It was within a month, though, of your being discharged from the 
institution, wasn't it? A. Idon't remember. 

Q. Is it still your answer that you used them at least three months 
prior to April 24, 1959? A. Approximately two or three months. 

Q. Now, during this time had you had occasion to meet any narcotics 
squad police officers? A. Not until April 24. 

Q. Andon April 24, by your testimony, they came to your apartment 
and told you they had a Board of Health eviction notice for Harold Shaef- 
fer? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Yet you testify Harold Shaeffer didn't live there? A. No, he 
didn't. 

Q. Who told you he had an eviction notice for Harold Shaeffer? A. 
Mr. David Paul. 

@. Did he say he had an eviction notice for him so he could arrest 
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him for narcotics? A. No, he didn't say that. He just said he hada 
Board of Health paper for Harold Shaeffer to take him to the hospital. 

* * * * * * 

Q. Now, over the two or three months that you had resumed the 

use of narcotics, as you testified, what narcotics were you using? 
What kind? Cocaine, hashish, heroin, morphine--give us the name of 
the kind that you were using. A. I was using heroin. 

Q. Did you ever use any cocaine during that period? A. No, sir. 

Q. Did you ever use hashish during that period? A. No, sir. 

@. Now, when you first started two or three months before 
April 24, how much was your habit at that time? A. Well, it was 
various prices--run differently. 

Q. Tell us how many capsules you used during the first three or 
four weeks on resuming that habit? A. You meana day? 

Q. How many per day in the first two weeks? A. About sixa day. 

Q. Sixaday. Now, you have been involved in the use of nar- 
cotics for many years, haven't you? A. Several years. 

Q. Now, being sort of a long term user in narcotics over a period 
of several years, is six capsules a day starting a new kick--is that 
starting pretty heavy, would you say? 

MR. MCLAUGHLIN: Objection. 

THE COURT: Sustain the objection. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. When did your habit increase from six capsules to more than 
six capsules a day in reference to the period before April 24--two or three 
months before April 24, 1959? A. I don't remember. 

@. You don't remember? A. No. 

Q. Did it--during that time from say January or February 1959 


through April 24, the date in question here, did it go from six capsules 


upward each day? A. That depends on the money you had. 

Q. Now, when you had a lot of money how much would be your maxi- 
mum intake per capsule per day? 15? 20? 30? How many? 
A. 15 or 20. 
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Q. 15 or 20 capsules a day? What did the capsules cost you 
during the period February 1959 to April 24, 1959? How much per 
capsule? A. Dollar and a half. 

Q. And twenty capsules would cost you thirty dollars for one day's 
use of narcotics; isn't that correct? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, you were supporting your habit with your own earnings? 

A. I certainly were. 


* * * * * 


(Afternoon Session 1:45) 
* * * * * 
[ CROSS-EXAMINATION OF MISS RAIMONDI ] 
(Continued) 
BY MR. LEVINE: 
@. And in the course of your treatment was a drug called dolophine 
used? A. I don't know what it was; it was some kind of pink liquid. 
Q. And you were there 18 days? A. I was there 18 days. 
Q. Now, when did you go to Gallinger, if you recall? <A. Approxi- 
mately 2:10 a.m. April 25. 
Q. Just after the incident you testified to on direct examination 
had been completed; isn't that true? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. And did you go to Gallinger at your own request, or at the re- 


quest of the police authorities; if you know? A. I volunteered myself. 
Q. AtGallinger? A. At Gallinger. 
Q@. Did they ask you when you volunteered yourself whether you had 


been convicted of a narcotics violation previous to the attempted volun- 
tary admission? A. AtGallinger? Q. Yes. A. No, sir. 

Q. Did the police take you there? A. Mr. Ernst drove me over 
there. 

Q@. Answer the question. Did the police take you there? 

MR. MCLAUGHLIN: If Your Honor please-- 

THE COURT: Don't shout at the witness. 

MR. LEVINE: I don't know who Mr. Ernst is, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: You can ask her. 
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BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q. Was he a policeman? A. Detective on the narcotics squad. 


Q. Your answer is the police took you there. A. Drove me there 
and left me. I walked in and volunteered. 

Q. When Mr. Ernst took you there did you ask him to take you, or 
did he say he would? A. I asked him to take me. 

Q. And that is because you were sick; isn't that true? A. Well, 
yes, I was sick. 

Q. You were very sick, weren't you? A. I wouldn't say very sick, 
but I was sick. 

Q. Now, you were sick with what kind of disease--chicken pox? 
A. Taking heroin 

MR. MCLAUGHLIN: Your Honor, I object to those-- 

THE COURT: I will sustain the objection. That may be stricken. 

MR. MCLAUGHLIN: It's not necessary for that. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

@. What was the disease that you were sick from? A. Heroin. 

Q. Is that what is called withdrawal sickness? A. Yes. 

Q. Have you ever gone through such sickness or disease before that 
date? A. Yes, Ihave. 

Q. When was it? A. The beginning was January 18, 1955. 

* * * * * * 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. During the day, April 23rd, how many times during the 24 
hour period did you take a shot of narcotics--the day before April 24? 
A. I don't remember. 

Q. Was it as many asonce? A. Yes. 

Q. Acouple? Twice? A. Uh-huh. (Affirmative. ) 

Q. Could it have been as many as six times? A. No, I don't 
think so. 

Q. Five? A. No, I don't think so. 


* * * * * 


Q. How many in one injection? A. I would say five. 
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Q. Five in one injection. So then is it reasonable to assume that 
on the 23rd you had two injections of five capsules each? A. Approxi- 
mately. 

Q. And you injected this with a syringe? A. Yes. 

Q. Hypodermic syringe or eye dropper? A. Hypodermic. 

Q. Now, when the police came at eight or nine o'clock in the 
morning were you ready for another shot on the day of April 24? A. No. 
Q. Well, during that time how long would one shot carry you 
through the period of aday? A. Well, I just told you, according to 
how good it is. Some of it could go eight or ten hours; some go about 

four or five. 

Q. Andon April 24, the day in question, how many hours did you 
go on the shot you took at five in the morning; if you recall? A. Before 
I got sick? 

Q. Yes, madam, or before you began to get sick. Take your time 
and think it over. Take all the time you want. 

THE COURT: How long was it? 

THE WITNESS: About 17 hours. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. So you were starting to get sick during the period you testified 
you went to see Gloria Morton; isn't that true? A. Justa little. Start- 
ing to get sick. 

Q. You were starting to get sick? A. Yes. 

Q. You knew if you did not get more narcotics right soon you would 
be deathly ill; isn't that true? A. Yes. Everybody knows that that uses 
drugs. 

Q. You also knew that the illness you would suffer would be called 
withdrawal sickness; isn't that true? A. Yes. 


Q. And you also knew, did you not, that you have never experienced 


such serious illness or excruciating pain as the withdrawal illness; isn't 
that true ? 

MR. MCLAUGHLIN: I object. 

THE COURT: Sustain the objection. It is immaterial. 
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MR. LEVINE: May I make a proffer for the record? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

MR. LEVINE: I asked the question, Your Honor, to show and to 
lay into the record the fact that this woman would become sicker than she 
ever had in her whole life, and as a result would do anything, as the 

doctors will testify-- 

MR. MCLAUGHLIN: I might as well let him ask the question. 

THE COURT: I have ruled on the question and I am not going to do 
it two or three times. Ask your next question. 

MR. LEVINE: Thank you, Your Honor. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, when the police officers came to your house was it 1442 
R Street, Northwest? A. No. 

Q. What address was it? A. 1420 N Street, Northwest. 

Q. ''N" like in Nellie? A. Yes. 

Q. When they came there at eight or 8:30 in the morning on the day 
of April 24, did you recognize any of them? A. Yes. 

Q. And they recognized you, didn't they? A. Yes. 

@. And they recognized you as one who had, at one time at least, 


had used narcotics; isn't that true? Answer the question, madam. 
A. Yes. 

Q. And they asked you if you were still using them, didn't they? 
Didn't they? <A. Yes. 

Q. And you told them you were? A. I said no, at first. 


@. At first you said no. And when you said no, what did they say, 
if anything? A. They told me to put on my coat and come on. 

Q. They put you under arrest, did they? A. Yes. 

Q. Even though you told them no, you didn't use narcotics, they 
arrested you in your own apartment? A. They certainly did. 

Q. You testified you told them no at first. When did it happen you 
told them you did use narcotics? A. At headquarters, when they saw my 
marks. 


Q. They saw your marks. Where did they look for your marks? 
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A. On my arms. 
Did they look for your marks on your legs? A. No. 
Do you have any marks on your legs? A. Some--no, I don't 
I had some years ago. 


Did they look for any marks on other parts of your body? 


Under your arms? A. No. 
On your torso? A. No. 
On your neck? <A. No. 

Q. You are sure. A. They didn't have to because all the marks 
was there. 

@. Now, when they saw the marks, did they tell you to tell them the 
truth and tell them whether or not you had been using narcotics recently? 
A. I told them I had been using narcotics. 

Q. Speakup. A. I told them I had been using narcotics. 

Q. And did they ask you how many narcotics or how heavy your 
daily habit was? A. Yes. 

Q. What did you tell them then? A. I told them it varies. 

Q@. And did they say, ''Well, how much was the biggest day?" 
They surely asked you that, didn't they? A. They asked similar ques- 
tions. 

What did you tell them then? A. Told them it varies. 
They finally made you tell them how much, didn't they? 
I think I told them some figure; I forgot. 

What was the figure? A. I can't remember. 

Q. Was it the same figure you testified under oath today, or was 
it double that amount? Which? A. No, it wasn't double. 

Q. It was more than the 20 you told us about per day, wasn't it? 
A. No, I don't think so. 

MR. LEVINE: I cannot hear the witnesg. 

THE WITNESS: I don't think so. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q. Asa matter of fact, you told them you had been using narcotics 
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since the very day you were discharged on parole; isn't that true? 


A. No. 

Q. They asked you when you started, didn't they? A. No. 

Q. They never asked you when you started after you were released 
from prison? A. No, they did not. 

Q. Did they tell you you could go back to prison for this admission 
you made to them? A. No. I called my parole officer. 

Q. And you told your parole officer what had transpired? A. I 

told my parole officer that they came to my house after Harold Shaef- 
fer and arrested him, and brought me down too. 

Q. Did you tell your parole officer that you told the officers of the 
narcotics squad you were using drugs in amounts almost up to 20 cap- 
Sules a day from time to time? A. I told him I was using them the same 
as I told the narcotics squad, and I was willing to volunteer and go to the 
hospital for a cure. 

Q. You were willing to go to the hospital? A.. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now, did they tell you that "we will give you a break and not 
send you back to prison if you will do something for us"? A. No. 

Q. They never said that to you? A. No, they did not. 

Q. Did you ask them for a break? A. I told them I wanted to 
help myself. 

* * * * * 5 

@. To which one did you admit being a narcotics addict at that 
time? A. Mr. Didone and Mr. Paul. 

Q. Was this in the presence of your parole officer, or before your 
parole officer was called, if you remember? A. I'm not sure. I don't 
remember whether he was there or not, but he was there when I admitted 
it one time. 

Q. What was your parole officers name? A. Gordon Davis. 

Q. I don't recall whether I asked this question--I don't mean to be 
repetitive: 

When you admitted this to Mr. Davis, did he advise you that you 
could be returned to prison for violating your parole? A. Yes, he did. 
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Q. Did he say he would take those steps immediately? A. I 
asked him to please give me one chance. 

Q. To give you a break--right? A. I asked him to give me a 
chance, let me volunteer and go to Gallinger Hospital for a cure, and he 
said, "I will see what I can do." 

Q. So he gave you a chance by letting you volunteer to go to 
Gallinger. A. Uh-huh. (Affirmative. ) 

Q. Did he also let you volunteer to turn in some other people ? 

A. No, he didn't know it until after it happened. 

Q. Who let you volunteer to turn in some other people? A. Nobody; 
I did it myself. 

Q@. And you did this because you were sick and tired of narcotics? 
A. Yes, sir. 

@. Did you volunteer to do it before you went to Gallinger, or after; 
which? A. I don't understand that. 

Q. Did you volunteer to turn special agent, or to turn informer, 
if you will, before you went to Gallinger, or after you came out of Gallinger ? 
A. Before I went to Gallinger. 

Q. And before you went to Gallinger you were a thorough narcotics 
addict; isn't that true? A. Well, I wouldn't say thorough; I was a weak 


one. 


Q. You were addicted; right? A. Oh, yes. 
Q. As much as 20 capsules a day. A. No, I wouldn't say 20 


capsules a day. 

* * * * * * 

Q. Now, when you went to Gloria Morton's house and you heard 
Gloria Morton talk on the telephone, you didn't know who she was talking 
to, did you? A. No, I couldn't see through the phone. 

Q. Asa matter of fact, you testified she asked for a woman named 
Stella. A. Estelle. 

Q. She could have asked for a woman named Stella Dallas, as far 
as you know; isn't that true? A. Yes. 

THE COURT: What name did you say? 
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THE WITNESS: Her name was Estelle. 

THE COURT: Is that who she asked for? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

THE COURT: Estelle, she says. 

MR. LEVINE: She said Stella, Your Honor. The record will so 
reflect. But I will change the name. She said Stella with no "E" pro- 
nounced at all. 

THE COURT: Is that what the record shows? 

THE REPORTER: I remember the name Estelle. 

MR. LEVINE: I wrote it down -- S-t-e-l-l-e. 

THE COURT: The reporter says Estelle. 

(Thereupon the Court requested that the reporter get her notes 
and read the pertinent part. The reporter read as follows: "Answer: 
She made a telephone call to Estelle Murphy. MR. LEVINE: Objection, 
Your Honor. THE COURT: How do you know she called Estelle Murphy ? 
THE WITNESS: Because she called her name on the telephone. MR. 
LEVINE: I object; it is hearsay. THE COURT: It is not hearsay if she 


heard her say the name. What did she say when she called on the phone? 
THE WITNESS: When the other party answered on the other end she said, 


"Estelle,' and then she went on talking. "') 
BY MR. LEVINE: 

@. Now, when the other party answered and Gloria Morton said 
"Estelle, '' was she talking to Estelle Smith or Estelle Brown, if you 
know? A. She didn't call any last name. 

@. So you don't know who she was talking to; isn't that true? 

A. Ihad an idea. 

Q. But you didn't know, and you don't know today, do you? A. No, 
because I couldn't see through the phone. 

Q. You couldn't swear under oath who she called. A. No. 

Q. So she could easily have called Estelle Brown; isn't that true? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Estelle Jones or Estelle Smith. A. Yes. 

Q. So your testimony that she called Estelle Murphy wasn't true at 
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all, was it--was it, because you didn't know; isn't that true? Isn't that 
true, madam? A. Yes, that's true. 

Q. Now, who told you to say on the stand under oath that she called 
Estelle Murphy? A. Because I-- 

Q. Answer my question. Who told you to say-- 

MR. MCLAUGHLIN: Let her answer the question. 

THE COURT: Just a minute. The question is: Who told you to say 
it was Estelle Murphy? Did anybody? 

THE WITNESS: Nobody. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, other than the fact that Gloria Morton picked up the 
telephone and made a telephone call, you don't know anything at all about 
who she went to see, of your own knowledge; isn't that true? Isn't that 
true? A. Yes, but other times they went to 2007. 

Q. You know that, don't you? A. I was there with her outside. 

Q. Just a minute, madam. I am asking you now if, on this occasion, 
you have any knowledge where she went when she left your house? 

A. My house? 

Q. Her house, at your request on April 24. A. To my knowledge? 

Q@. Yes, your own knowledge. A. I have an idea she went to 
Estelle's. 

THE COURT: Did you see her go there? 

THE WITNESS: No, I didn't. 

THE COURT: Then you don't know of your own knowledge. 

THE WITNESS: No. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

@. She could have gone anywhere; isn't that true? A. Yes. 

Q. Even to the National Zoological Park, and you wouldn't know. 

THE COURT: You didn't know where she went of your own knowledge. 

THE WITNESS: No, I said no. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q@. Did you make any attempt to turn yourself in as a voluntary 


committee to Gallinger Hospital either the night of April 24 or the following 


172 
morning, April 25th? A. Well, I thought about it several times prior 
to that. 
Q. When, prior to April 24, did you make an attempt to do that? 
A. Idon't remember the dates. 
Q. You never made an attempt, did you? A. I thought about it 


several times. 


Q. Did you ever go to Gallinger prior to April 25, or any other 


hospital? A. Fora cure? 

Q@. Yes, ma'am. A. Never. 

Q. And you never went to a doctor and discussed a cure with him, 
did you, prior to April 25? A. Never. 

Q. Now, during all this time you admit you were taking narcotics, 
were you also selling narcotics? Answer the question. 

THE COURT:, You don't have to answer that. 

THE WITNESS: No, I can't answer it. 

MR. LEVINE: I'm sorry, Your Honor, I fail to understand the wit- 
ness' levity. I asked her if she was selling narcotics. 

THE COURT:; She doesn't have to answer that if she doesn't want 
to. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q@. Would you answer it? A. No. 

Q. You refuse to answer? A. I refuse to answer it. 

Q. On the basis your testimony might tend to incriminate you; 
isn't that true? A. That's right. 

Q. Did the police department, on the day of April 24, ask you 
whether or not you were selling as well as taking? A. No, sir. 

* bd * 2 * * 

Q. Have you asked how the arrest would affect your parole? Did 
you ask them that? A. No, Ididn't ask them. I had sense enough to 
know the marks on my arms were enough. 

Q. And that would send you back to prison. A. That is why I 
called my parole officer. 

Q. Did you go to prison? A. No, I went to the hospital. 


Q. You never went to prison as a result of violating parole? 
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76 A. No, because I begged to go to Gallinger as a volunteer, and they 


let me. 

* * * * * * 

Q. Now, just prior to being released from Occoquan on parole back 
in approximately December of 1958, did you sign a statement there that 
if you were given a release you promised not to use narcotics, drugs, or 
alcohol? Remember that? A. I don't remember if it said that or not. 
I signed a paper--I was supposed to report to the Parole Board here in 
the District. 

Q. And were you also advised not to associate with known crimi- 
nals? A. Oh, yes. That is one of the rules. 

Q. You did anyway, didn't you. A. Uh-huh. (Affirmative. ) 

Q. Now, did you ever get any drugs from Willie Williams? 

MR. MCLAUGHLIN: I object. 

THE COURT: Sustain the objection. 

MR. LEVINE: That is the point the Government hasn't cleared 
up. I knew the answer to that. 

THE COURT: I don't know what you mean, the Government hasn't 
cleared it up; it hasn't tried its case yet. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q- Now, did you know Mr. Shaeffer before the time he spent three 
or four hours every day in your room? A. I've known Mr. Shaeffer 
since 1953. 

Q. And you knew him to be a narcotics addict long before he began 
to come to your room in January 1959, didn't you? 

MR. MCLAUGHLIN: I object to this, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Was he? 

THE WITNESS: He was an addict--he wasn't no addict when he was 
in my room when they took him out that morning, no. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Would you answer my question, please? 

THE COURT: He was an addict, though; is that right? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, he had been an addict. 
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MR. LEVINE: Ihave nothing further, Your Honor. 

BY MR. BENTON: 
Q. Is that Miss or Mrs.? A. Miss. 
Q. Miss Raimondi-- 
MR. BENTON: Indulge with me a minute, please. 

BY MR. BENTON: 
Q. Miss Raimondi, some time ago I believe you stated you 


volunteered certain information to the Metropolitan Police in order that 


you might help yourself. Do you recall making a statement to that 


effect? A. I did. 

Q. And in order to do that I believe you stated you had to reveal 
your source; is that correct? A. I did. 

Q. Now, tell me this: Did you have any other source than what 
has been mentioned|here today in court? A. I did not. 

Q@. Did you do any other work for the Metropolitan Police Depart- 
ment at any other time? A. No, sir. 

Q. In other words, this particular job was a job you had done for 
them-- A. Yes, sir. 

Q. --and the time you did that you were in the custody of the 
police department; is that not true? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. You were not actually an employee, were you? A. No, sir. 

* * ok * * * 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. MCLAUGHLIN: 

@. Now, you were asked about being an informer and special 
employee of the police, and did you turn anyone but Miss Morton in to 
the police. Is she the only one? A. I didn't hear that. 

@. Isay, is Miss Morton the only one you turned in to the police? 
A. Yes. 

Q. And during the month of April '59 was Miss Morton your source 
of supply? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you have any personal reason for turning Miss Morton in 
to the police? 
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MR. LEVINE: Objection. Miss Morton is not on trial here, and this 
is just completely outside the scope of this indictment, although-- 
MR. MCLAUGHLIN: He has asked--pardon me. 
MR. LEVINE: --nobody ever asked--this is rebuttal examination-- 
nobody ever asked what reason did you have, for turning in Gloria 


Morton. 

THE COURT: I know, but you advanced a reason-- 

MR. LEVINE: She can answer it, but it prolongs the trial and has 
no probativity at all. What reason did she have for turning in Gloria 
Morton. 

THE COURT: Are you making an objection? 

MR. LEVINE: Iam, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: Overruled. Proceed. Did you have any particular 
reason for turning in Gloria Morton, the question is. 

THE WITNESS: To help myself. 

THE COU RT: To help yourself. 

BY MR. MCLAUGHLIN: 

Q. What do you mean by help yourself? A. To stop using 

drugs; to be cured. 

Q. How would turning in Miss Morton help you cure yourself of 
using drugs? 

MR. LEVINE: This is the question I am going to ask her ina 
minute. 

MR. MCLAUGHLIN: I'll save you the trouble. 

THE COURT: Answer the question, if you can. 

THE WITNESS: What did he say? 

THE COURT: He wants to know how that is going to help you, by 
turning in Gloria Morton. 

THE WITNESS: She was my source of drugs. 

BY MR. MCLAUGHLIN: 

Q. Without your source of drugs you get off the stuff; is that it? 

A. Yes. 


Q. You were asked, I believe, if in this telephone conversation 
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you Overheard Miss Morton make reference to some Estelle; do you 


recall that question? A. Yes. 

Q. You were asked the question as to whether or not you knew where 
Miss Morton went after the conversation. Now, was there anything in that 
conversation by Miss Morton with this Estelle that would indicate to you 
as to where Miss Morton was going? 

MR. LEVINE: Don't answer yet. I object. 

THE COURT: Overruled. Answer the question. 

THE WITNESS: No. 

BY MR. MCLAUGHLIN: 

Q. What did Miss Morton say when she talked to Estelle? 

MR. LEVINE: I object. 

THE COURT: Overruled. Proceed. 

MR. LEVINE: This man is on rebuttal and he is cross-examining 
his own witness trying to drag out the fatal words. 

THE COURT: You brought it up. I don't know what you are talk- 
ing about, "fatal words."' All I know is you asked her about this con- 
versation. He has a right to ask about it. What did she say on the tele- 
phone? 

THE WITNESS: She said, "Estelle," and then she said, "I'll be 
right over." 

BY MR. MCLAUGHLIN: 

Q. Now, you were asked a further question here about when you 
handed Miss Morton the moneys; remember that question? A. Yes, 
sir. 

Q@. All right. Wait until I finish. Whether or not you could have 
gone to the source of supply? Do you remember that question? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And your answer was no; isn't that right? A. Yes. 

Q. Why did you answer that no? A. Because everybody couldn't 
go to their source of drugs. 

Q. Now, had you tried to before? A. No. 

MR. LEVINE: That's objectionable, Your Honor. 
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THE COURT: That is not objectionable. 
MR. LEVINE: We are dealing with one indictment and one issue. 
Had she tried to do something 75 times in 1912 has nothing to do with this 
case. 
MR. MCLAUGHLIN: All right. I will pin it down. 
BY MR. MCLAUGHLIN: 
Q. Prior to April 29, 1954-- 
MR. LEVINE: I object. It is the wrong date. 
MR. MCLAUGHLIN: April 29? I'm off a day. 
MR. LEVINE: Five days. 
MR. MCLAUGHLIN: If I need any help, I'll ask for it. 
BY MR. MCLAUGHLIN: 
Q. When you went to Miss Morton's house, follow me? A. Yes. 
Q. Now, had you, prior to that time, ever gone to 2007 Klingle 
Road? 
MR. LEVINE: Objection. 
THE COURT: Overruled. She may answer it. 
THE WITNESS: Not in the house. Three or four houses up the 
street, and waited. 
BY MR. MCLAUGHLIN: 
Q. Who did you go with? A. Gloria Morton. 
MR. MCLAUGHLIN: That's all. 
MR. LEVINE: I object and ask that those three questions be 
stricken. 
THE COURT: Overruled. That's all? 
MR. MCLAUGHLIN: That's all Ihave, Your Honor. 
* * * * * 
MATTIE I. GOODRUM 
was called to the stand as a witness by counsel for the Governm ent, and 


having been duly sworn was examined and testified as follows: 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. MCLAUGHLIN: 
Q@. Now, your full name is what? A. My full name is Mattie I. 
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Goodrum. 
@. How do you spell the last name? A. G-0o-o-d-r-u-m. 


@. And you are a member of the Metropolitan Police Department? 


A. That's correct. 

Q@. And assigned to the Women's Bureau; is that right? A. That's 
correct. 

Q. And during the month of April of 1959 were you a member of the 
Metropolitan Police Department? A. I was. 

Q. Assigned to the Women's Bureau? A. That's correct. 

Q. Recalling your attention specifically to April 29 of 1959 were 
you a member-- 

THE COURT: April what? 

MR. MCLAUGHLIN: 29. 

MR. LEVINE: I have been trying to tell him April 24. He has been 
talking about a date different than the indictment, Your Honor, all the 
time. 

BY MR. MCLAUGHLIN: 

Q. April 24, were you a member of the Metropolitan Police De- 

partment? A. Iwas. 

Q. Assigned to the Women's Bureau? A. That's correct. 

Q. On that date of April 24 of 1959 did you see a lady identified 
to you as Miss Raimondi? A. Yes. 

Q. And where did you see her, Miss Goodrum? A. In the Women's 
Bureau, house of detention. 

Q. Do you recall what the time, approximately, on April 24? 

A. The approximate time that I first saw her was about 8:15 p.m. 

Q. P.M.? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, at that time did you do anything to her or with her while 
you were in the Women's Bureau? A. Yes, I made a complete body 
search of the woman. 

Q. Were there any moneys or narcotics found on her at that time ? 
A. At the time of the search she had her personal property including, 

I think, three dollars in money. At the close of the search she had no 
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money or narcotic drugs on her. 

Q. Now, did she remain in your presence after the search? 

A. Yes, she did. 

@. Were there any other police officers present at the Women's 
Bureau at that time? A. At the time of the search? 

Q. Yes, ma'am. A. No. 

Q. I don't mean the search--out in the other parts of the Women's 
Bureau. A. There were other police women on duty there, yes. 

Q. Did you see any members of the narcotics squad at the Women's 
Bureau at that time? A. If I might explain, we were on the second floor 
in the house of detention in the search room where only women can go. 
The narcotics squad officers were on the first floor of the building. 

Q. First floor? A. Yes. 

@. And after you made the search, where did you go with her? 

A. We left the building between 8:30 and 8:40 p.m. 

Q. And who else left the building with you? A. We left in the 
private auto of Detective Panetta of the narcotics squad, and also in the 
car were Detectives Longo and Paul. 

Q. All right. Where did you go; can you recall? A. We went to 
Park Road, near Georgia Avenue, Northwest. 

Q. All right. And when you arrived in that immediate locality, 
what did you do, if anything? A. I got out of the car with Leoris 
Raimondi and walked to a public phone that is located on the corner of 
Georgia Avenue and Park Road. 

Q. What did you--who was with you when you went to that tele- 
phone booth? A. lLeoria Raimondi. 

Q. What did you do, if anything, on arrival at the telephone booth? 
A. I dialed a number that she gave me. 


Q. Did you later learn where that number was located? 
MR. LEVINE: Objection. 
THE COURT: How can she answer that? 
BY MR. MCLAUGHLIN: 
Q. Did you check that number from the telephone book to find-- 
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MR. LEVINE: How can she check a number in the telephone book-- 

THE COURT: Did you? 

THE WITNESS: I did not. 

BY MR, McLAUGHLIN: 

Q. After you| dialed that number what did Miss Raimondi do if 

anything? A. She talked on the telephone. 

Q. And did you hear her conversation? A. I did. 

Q. And what did she say, if anything? A. She said, "Hello, 
Gloria, this is Bobby." 

MR. LEVINE: I object to that and ask that it be stricken, Your 
Honor. It is clearly hearsay as against these two people. 

THE COURT: They don't come into the picture yet. 

MR, LEVINE; The whole Government's case is based upon this 
phone call. 

THE COURT: No, I don't think so. 

MR, LEVINE: This is all pure hearsay as to these two defendants. 

THE COURT: I have to overrule the objection. 

THE WITNESS: She asked if she could come up. She said, "Can I 


come up tonight?'"’ And, apparently, I assume, the reply to be affirmative. 
BY MR. McLAUGHLIN: 
Q. Don't assume. Just tell us what you heard. A. She said then, 


“will you have to go out?" Then she said, "Well, I wanted to know so 
I'll know whether I need a dollar for cab fare." Then she said, "Well, 
I'll have your cab fare." 

Q. All right. And after the conversation on the telephone, then 
where did you go, if any place? A. We returned to Detective Panetta's 
auto, 

Q. That was located where? A. On Park Road near Georgia 
Avenue. 

Q. When you say "we," you mean who? A. Leoria Raimondi 
and myself. 

Q. And after getting in Detective Panetta's car, where did you go? 
A. We then went to 8th and Randolph Streets, Northwest. 
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Q. That is in the District of Columbia? A. In the District of 
Columbia, yes. 

Q. All right, and what happened there? A. Well, there Leoris 
and I got out of the car and we walked to the 700 block of Quincy Street, 
Northwest. 

Q. Now, prior to you and this Miss Raimondi getting out of the 
car did any of the other police officers in your presence do anything 
to her or with her? A. Did they do anything to her or with her? 

@. Yes. 

THE COURT: Did any transactions take place? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, there was a transaction. They gave her 
money. 

BY MR. MCLAUGHLIN: 

Q. Do you recall how much moneys were given her? A. Well, 

they gave her fifteen dollars that they had a list of serial numbers 
typed on a sheet and checked that off, and she initialled. She compared 
the serial numbers on the bills given her with the numbers on the list, 
on the typed list, and initialled those that corresponded. Then they gave 
her one dollar that she said she needed for cab fare. 

Q. And after that money was given to her, you went where? A. To 

8th and Randolph Street, Northwest. 
Q. And what time would you say you arrived at 8th and Randolph 
Streets, approximately, Miss Goodrum? A. I would say about 9:20 
p.m. 

Q. All right. And what happened when you arrived there? A. We 
walked to the 700 block of Quincy Street, Northwest. 

Q. When you say "we,'' you mean whom? A. Leoria Raimondi 
and myself. 

@. As far as you knew, did Miss Raimondi have the moneys on 
her at that time? A. She did at that time. 

Q. When you went to the 700 block of Quincy Street, then what 


happened? A. I followed directly behind her and she walked-- 


Q. When you say "'she,'’ you mean whom? A. Leoria Raimondi 
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walked, would have been east on Quincy Street in the 700 block, and she 


entered at 706 through the basement door. 
THE COURT: 706? 
THE WITNESS: 706. 
BY MR. MCLAUGHLIN: 

Q. That is what street? A. Quincy Street, Northwest. 

Q. And after she entered those premises what did you do or where 
did you go? A. I continued past the house to the corner of 7th and Quincy. 

Q. Did you remain there at that location? A. I remained in that 
vicinity. I crossed the street from the even numbered side of the street 
to the odd numbered side of the street, and then I started walking slowly 
back toward New Hampshire Avenue--back toward Georgia Avenue. 

Q. Now, during that period of time did you have the address of 706 
Quincy Street under observation? A. Yes, most of the time I did. 

Q. And while you had it under observation did you see anyone enter 
or come out of that address? A. No, after Leoris Raimondi went in 
I didn't see anyone enter or leave out of that same door that she went in. 

Q. All right. Where did you go? That is, did you remain in that 
immediate vicinity? A. I started walking back toward Georgia Avenue 

slowly. 

Q. Did you later learn of the identity of a Gloria Morton? 

MR. LEVINE: Objection. 

THE COURT: She can say whether she learned anybody's identity. 
I don't know what connection it is going to have. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I did. 

BY MR. MCLAUGHLIN: 

Q. Now, while you were in the vicinity of 706 Quincy Street, 
Northwest on the night of April 24 did you have occasion to see one 
Gloria Morton? A. I did. 

Q. All right. And under what circumstances did you see Gloria 
Morton while you were in the vicinity of 706 Quincy Street, Northwest? 
A. I saw Gloria Morton walking west on Quincy Street toward Georgia 
Avenue. She was a little bit ahead of me on the even side of the street-- 
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even numbered side of the street. 

Q. Did you see where she had come from? A. No, I didn't see 
her come out of the door. As I said, I went to the corner of 7th and 
Quincy, then I crossed over, I stood there for a while, then I crossed 
over and when I got that house in view again I saw a woman in a light colored 
coat walking down the street. 

Q. Did you later learn the identity of that woman? 

MR. LEVINE: Objection. 

THE COURT: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. She was the only person walking in the block 
and I walked behind her. 

BY MR. MCLAUGHLIN: 
Q. Who was that? A. That was Gloria Morton. 
Q. After you say that you walked behind her, where did she go, 


if you know? A. She went to the corner of Quincy and Georgia Avenue. 


Q@. What happened there? A. She hailed a cab and got in it. 

Q. Did you see her any more after that? A. Oh, yes. 

Q@. When was the next time you saw Miss Gloria Morton? A. Well, 
I saw her as she was riding in the cab. 

Q. And what direction did she go inthe cab? A. Let's see, 
they went--I guess it would have been south on Georgia Avenue, and made 
a right hand turn at New Hampshire Avenue. 

Q. Did you follow her? A. Yes. 

Q. By what means of transportation? A. I had rejoined the 
narcotics squad officers in Detective Panetta's car. 

Q. Tell us how far you followed Miss Morton. A. We followed 
her to the twenty hundred block of Klingle Road, Northwest. 

@. All right. What happened there, if anything? A. She got out 
of the cab and went into a house in that block. 

Q. Are you able to tell us the number of that house? A. The 
number of the house is 2007 Klingle Road. 

Q. All right. After she entered that house, did there come a time 


when you saw her again that evening? 
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MR. BENTON: Objection, Your Honor. There hasn't been a proper 
foundation for that question. 
THE COURT: She said she entered 2007-- 
MR. BENTON: I didn't hear her say that. 
THE WITNESS: Yes, I saw the defendant enter. 
BY MR. MCLAUGHLIN: 
Q. That is Miss Morton. A. I beg your pardon, I saw Miss 
Morton enter-- 
MR. LEVINE: Your Honor, I make a motion that this entire 
thing be stricken. There is nothing here relevant to the defendants 
Murphy or Williams. 
THE COURT: Overruled. 
BY MR. MCLAUGHLIN: 
Q. After you saw Miss Morton enter those premises did there 
come a time when you saw her again? A. Yes 
Q. When and where did you see her again? A. I saw her come out 
of 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest, and get ona D. C. Transit bus. 


Q. How long would you say she remained in 2007 Klingle Road, 


approximately? A. She went in a few minutes before ten. I would 
say about 9:55 p.m. And, she came out about 10:30 or 10:35. 

Q. All right. Did you see where she went when she came out-- 
Miss Morton? A. She came out and arrived--the bus stop is about one 
door or two doors up from 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest, and she came 
out of that house and arrived at the bus stop at the precise time the bus 
got there and stopped. In fact, she had to run a few paces to get to the 
bus stop, and she jumped immediately on the bus. 

Q. Did you see her any more after that? A. Yes, we followed 
the bus for a while. She was the only person on it. 

Q. How far did you follow the bus? A. I think it was around 
Mount Pleasant Street. That bus makes many turns and I got a bit lost 
as to the exact location, but we were around Mount Pleasant Street in 
the vicinity of Mount Pleasant and Irving Street. 


@. Did you have occasion to see her get off that bus? A. No. 
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Q. Now, when you say you followed the bus in that immediate 
vicinity, were you able to have any further observation of Miss Morton? 
A. I could see her on the bus--see her seated on the bus. 

Q. I meant, did there come a time when the bus got out of your 
sight? A. Yes. 

Q. All right. Now, when it got out of your sight, did there come a 
time when you saw the bus again after that? A. No, I didn't see the 
bus again. 

@. Did there come a time when you saw Miss Morton after that? 
A. Yes. 

Q@. When was the next time and where did you see Miss Morton? 

A. Well, the next time I saw Miss Morton she was walking--she was 
very near her home. She was walking on Quincy Street. She was almost 
at the corner of 7th and Quincy Street, Northwest. 

Q. That would have been how far from 706 Quincy Street, ap- 
proximately? A. About a third of a city block. 

©. And while in that immediate vicinity did anything happen to her? 
A. Yes, she was placed under arrest by one of the narcotics squad 
officers. 

Q. Do you recall what officer placed her under arrest? A. Offi- 
cer Longo. 

Q. Was anyone with him at the time? A. Oh, yes. Detective 
Panetta was there, and Detective Didone. 

Q. Do you know of your own personal knowledge, Miss Goodrum, 
where the police officers brought Miss Morton after her arrest? A. She 
was put in Detective Panetta's car, and I was with her all the while after 
we observed her again near her home. 


Q. All right. After she was placed under arrest you say you had 


gotten in the car with her? A. I got in the car with her. 


Q. Where did you go with her? A. We went to the Women's 
Bureau. 

@. And the Women's Bureau is located where? A. At 1010 North 
Capitol Street. 
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@. Now, what, if anything, while in the Women's Bureau did you 


do to Miss Morton? A. I searched her. 

@. And did you find any moneys or narcotics on her? A. I 
found a quantity of white powder and a quantity of white capsules. 

Q. Where did you findthem? A. Inside of her sock on the left 
foot. 

Q. Iwill show you Government Exhibit marked for identification 
Number 1-- 

MR. LEVINE: I would like to see it first, in case there is an ob- 
jection. 

MR. MCLAUGHLIN: I haven't offered it yet. Pardon me--I don't 
mean to get in these conflicts, Your Honor. 

BY MR. MCLAUGHLIN: 

Q. Iwill show you Government Exhibit for identification Number 1, 
Miss Goodrum, and ask you if you can identify the contents of that? A. 
Yes, Ican. 

Q. Can you identify Government Exhibit for identification Number 1 
as what? A. The folded white piece of paper I removed from inside 
Miss Morton's left sock. 

Q. Now, showing you--at the time you removed that from her 
sock, who was with you? A. Detective Longo, Detective Paul and 

Detective Panetta. 

Q. And after removing Government Exhibit 1 that you identified 
from the sock of Miss Morton, was there any other object recovered by 
you or the other officers in your presence? A. Well, when I pulled the 
sock down a wad of pink tissue flipped out on the floor. The folded white 
paper was kind of stuck in between her sock and her skin, and I had to 
pull that out with my hand, but the wad of tissue flipped out when I pulled 
the sock down. 

Q@. Where did the wad of pink tissue fall to? A. On the floor be- 
side her. 

Q. Was that recovered by anyone in your presence? A. Yes. 
Detective Longo picked it up. 
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Q. And when Detective Longo picked it up were you able to observe 
what it contained? A. Yes. He unloosened the wad and there was a 
quantity of white gelatin capsules in there. 

Q. Now, that is the pink tissue paper that is in Government Exhibit 
1; is that right? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, the exhibit, that is, Government Exhibit 1 the white paper 
you recovered, you say contained what? A. It contained a small amount 
of white powder. 

Q. All right. And after recovering it, who in turn did you turn it 
over to? A. Detective Longo. 

Q. Now, after you-- 

MR. LEVINE: May I look at it? 

MR. MCLAUGHLIN: Sure, I will show it to you. 

MR. LEVINE: Thank you. 

BY MR. MCLAUGHLIN: 

Q. After you recovered Government Exhibit 1, Miss Goodrum, 
did you remain at the Women's Bureau? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Where did you go? A. I again left the bureau in Detective 
Panetta's car along with Detectives Paul and Longo. We returned to 706 
Quincy Street, Northwest, and I went to the same door that I had seen 
Leoria Raimondi enter earlier in the evening, and I knocked on the door. 

Q. Asa result of your knocking on the door, did you see Miss 
Raimondi? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. All right. Did she come out of those premises? A. Yes, she 
did. 

Q. Where did you take her, if any place? A. I took her to 
Number 10 Precinct. 

Q. And after--did you stay at Number 10 Precinct? A. No, I 

did not. 


Q. Where did you go after leaving Miss Raimondi at Number 10 


Precinct? A. I went back in Detective Panetta's car and went to the 
vicinity of 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest. 
Q. What time would you say you arrived at 2007 Klingle Road? 
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A. If I might think a minute. 

Q. The approximate time, Miss Goodrum. A. I would say 
about 11:30. 

Q. Thatisp.m.? A. 11:30 p.m. 

Q. When you arrived in that immediate vicinity, who did you see? 

A. I saw Detectives Hood and Bonaparte. 

Q. And where were Officers Hood and Bonaparte? A. Well, 
Officer Bonaparte was standing, I believe, up on Klingle Road, and Officer 
Hood--I don't know the street that runs--that is closest to the corner where 
2007 Klingle Road is situated, but Officer Bonaparte was on the corner 
of whatever street that is that intersects the twenty hundred block of Klingle 
Road, and Officer Hood and, I think, Officer Didone were further down 
that street, about midways of the block. 

MR. LEVINE: May we approach the bench for a moment, Your 

Honor, so something can be handled while this witness is on the 
stand. 

THE COURT: This witness won't be too much longer. I would 


rather finish with this witness. We can't do anything until morning about 


that anyway. 
BY MR. MCLAUGHLIN: 

Q. Did you have an occasion to enter premises 2007 Klingle Road? 
A. Yes, I did. 

Q. All right. Did you enter alone, or was there anyone with you? 
A. Iwas with Detective Hood. 

Q. Now, tellus, if you will, under what circumstances you and 
Detective Hood entered those premises. 

MR. LEVINE; Just a moment. Your Honor, in order to preserve 
the constitutional issues that have been involved heretofore, again I 
would like to request the Court that they renew the motions involved in 
this case, and further, to exclude the testimony, if any, on the related 
issues that have already been discussed at the bench. 

THE COURT: Overruled. Proceed. 

THE WITNESS: Detective Hood and I walked to 2007 Klingle Road 
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and went up on the front porch, and Detective Hood rang the door bell. 


Then I rang the door bell. Then we knocked on the door and rang the 


door bell. We were there about four minutes--approximately four 
minutes--before we could get any response at that address. We looked 
through the glass panel in the front door and we saw a stairway that was 
lighted very dimly, and we could see shadows on the stairway of some- 
body walking on the next level--the next floor level--so we continued to 
ring the bell. After about four minutes the defendant Murphy came down 
the steps and turned on the light, and she came to the front door and 
pulled back a shade or curtain that was there and she talked with us through 
the glass in the front door. 

BY MR. MCLAUGHLIN: 

Q. What was said, if anything, either by you or Detective Hood 
and the defendant, Miss Murphy? A. Well, she asked, "Who is it?" 
And Detective Hood said, "Is Estelle Murphy here?" And she said, "No, 
she has gone out, but who is it looking for her?" Detective Hood said, 
"Well, she told me to come past."" So, she said, "Well, you call back a 
little later and she will probably be here." So Detective Hood took his 
police identification folder and put it to the glass door and said, "I'm the 
police; open up."" And defendant Murphy stood there and read it--looked 
at the thing as if to read it--and then looked around at Detective Hood 
and me and whirled and ran up the stairway. 

@. When she ran up the stairway what did Officer Hood do? 

A. Officer Hood and Paul forced the door open and followed her immediately 
up the stairway. 

Q. And did you enter the premises? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. All right. Where did you go in the premises? A. I went up 
the stairway to the second floor. 

Q. All right. And when you arrived upstairs on the second floor 
who did you see up there? A. Well, defendant Murphy was entering the 
bedroom on the second floor front, on the street side of the house. There 
was a man standing inthe doorway of the back bedroom just looking, and 
there was another man, defendant Williams, seated on the commode in 
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the bathroom. 

Q. Now, what officers did you see--did you see Officer Didone in 
those premises? A. Yes. 

Q. Where did you see Officer Didone in those premises? A. You 
mean on first entering? 

Q. Well, at any time after entering the premises. A. Well, he 
was in the front bedroom, in the bathroom, and in the hallway, and back 
in the front bedroom. 

Q. Didthere| ever come atime when you saw Officer Didone and 

the defendant Murphy together? A. Yes. 

Q. When and where was that? A. That was almost immediately 
after we had entered the house, the first time I saw them together; when 
she went into the front bedroom Officer Didone went in and I went in, and 
Officer Longo and the other officers came in. We talked to the defendant 
Murphy. 

Q. You say ''we."' Who do you mean by that? A. Detective 
Didone, Detective Longo, and myself, and later the other detectives. 

Q. Did you hear the conversation between the defendant and De- 
tective Didone? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. And what was that, if you recall? A. Well, let's see. First-- 

MR. LEVINE: If Your Honor please, if I might, I would like again 
to renew these motions and ask the Court if he will hear this constitutional 


issue of smashing the door in in the middle of the night without any war- 


rant, without any knowledge of who was in the house, and might we take 


that question up outside of the presence of the jury? 

THE COURT: It has already been ruled on. 

MR. LEVINE: I would like to raise it again. 

THE COURT: I will deny it. 

MR. LEVINE: This is extremely prejudicial. 

THE COURT: Proceed. 

BY MR. MCLAUGHLIN: 

Q. Do you recall, Miss Goodrum, the conversation betwen the 

defendant Murphy and Officer Didone? A. Officer Didone asked Miss 
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Murphy if she had any narcotic drugs, and She said yes. And he asked her 


if she would give them to him, and she said yes. So then she hesitated for 
a while, and I asked her if she wanted me to get them from her because, 
by her hesitating--the presence of a policewoman was in order for the 
search of the defendant--so, she said yes, that she had the drugs under 
her clothes. So, we stepped over behind a chest in her bedroom and she 
reached up the left side of her leg and pulled a wad of white tissue from 
the top of her left stocking, and then she handed that over the chest to 
Detective Didone. Then she reached further up on the left side of her 
dress and pulled out a plastic bag containing a white powder and she 
handed that to Detective Didone. Before she did that, though, when he 
asked her if she had any drugs, she said yes, and she said, "I might as 
well give them to you because you all sure got me this time," and then she 
said something about Gloria's mother had called her to say Gloria hadn't 
gotten home, and she figured Gloria had been picked up, but she didn't 
figure the police knew Gloria was getting the stuff from her. Then the 
procedure when she removed these things from under her clothing 
and gave them to Detective Didone. So, he told her she was charged with 
the violation of the Harrison Narcotic Act and she was under arrest, and 
that she need not make any statement or answer any questions at that 
time because anything she said could be used against her in court, and he 
asked her if she understood that, and she said yes, she understood that, 
but she might as well tell the truth because she said, "You got me this time." 
Q. Did she say anything else? A. Well, he asked her if she had 
any money and she said yes, she had some money, and she got her purse 
and she opened it up and took out a wad of bills about the size of my fist, 
and he asked her to unroll the bills and call off the serial numbers, and 
he had the same list that I had seen earlier that evening when Leoris 
Raimondi compared and initialled the serial numbers. And he started 
to read off the numbers from the list matching them against numbers on 
her money, and she didn't have any bills that corresponded in serial num- 
ber with what was on the list he had, so he asked her if she had any more 
money and she said yes, she had the money Gloria brought, and she said 


192 
it was laying on the bed when she went downstairs to answer the door. 


And she asked defendant Murphy if he had her money-- 

Q. Who? A. Defendant--I beg your pardon--defendant Murphy 

asked defendant Williams if he had her money--the money lying on 
the bed at the time she went down to answer the door--and he said he had 
picked up some money off the bed, he didn't know whose money it was, 
he just picked the money up off the bed when he heard some noise at the 
door. 

So then that money was recovered from defendant Williams and com- 
pared against the list and all of the bills that serial numbers were recorded 
on that list were recovered from defendant Williams. 

Q. You have related all of the conversation that Officer Didone had 
with the defendant Murphy? A. No, there was quite a bit more con- 
versation. Detective Didone asked defendant Murphy if some articles 
belonged to her--paraphernalia--cooker and syringe--belonged to her, 
and she said yes. And he was holding these things he picked up off her 
dresser and he said, ''Whose things are these?" And, she said those 
were hers, she was using drugs and those were her own things she used. 
Then, the white powder that was in the bag she said was a narcotic drug, 
she said, she had purchased from defendant Williams. 

MR. BENTON: Objection, Your Honor. It's not shown defendant 
Williams was present at the time of the statement--the statement against 
his interest--it should be established first that he was present. 

THE COURT: Was he there? 

THE WITNESS: Your Honor, we were all on the second floor of 
the house. Now, whether or not this was in the direct hearing of the 
defendant, I couldnt say whether he overheard-- 

THE COURT: I will sustain the objection then. 

MR. MCLAUGHLIN: I think it's an admission by the defendant 
Estelle. Your Honor can tell the jury it is only binding on her. Admis- 
sion whom she got it from. 

THE COURT: I won't admit it. 


193 
BY MR. MCLAUGHLIN: 
Q. Now, outside of this testimony that you just started to testify 


to, was anything else said by Miss Murphy to Didone? A, Well, yes, she 
had a daughter there and Didone was talking about the child, what she planned 


to do, what arrangements she could make. There was quite a bit of con- 
versation going on. 

Q. Now, these two objects that you say that Miss Murphy turned 
over to Officer Didone, did you have occasion to see what they contained? 
A. Yes. 

Q. What did they contain? A. The wad of white tissue contained 
a quantity of white gelatin capsules, and the plastic bag contained a quan- 

tity of white powder. 

Oh, yes, I recall something else said in the conversation between 
defendant Murphy and Detective Didone. He asked her if she had any 
more drugs in the house other than what she had on her, and she said 
no. That was all. He asked her if she had any loose capsules and she 
said, ''No, I don't have any loose capsules."' So he asked her if she was 
sure and she said, "Why it doesn't make sense I would give you a fist full 
of capsules with stuff in them and not give you loose capsules that wouldn't 
get me in trouble."' She said she had used the last of her capsules when 
Gloria came. She said she used all her loose capsules Capping up stuff 
for Gloria and she ran out of caps and didn't have enough caps to give 
Gloria all the stuff she wanted and gave her some loose powder. 

Q. Now, referring to Government Exhibit 1 which you have identi- 
fied as coming from Miss Morton, did they have any Government stamps 
on them at thattime? A. Any what? 

Q. Government stamps. A. Government stamps--no. They were 
just as they are here. 

Q. Now, all that you have testified to happened in the District of 
Columbia; is that right? A. That's correct. 


MR. MCLAUGHLIN: That's all I have of this witness, Your Honor. 
* * * * * * 
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[Filed October 29, 1959] 
150 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA : 
vs. : Criminal Case No. 524-59 


ESTELLE MURPHY AND : 
WILLIE WILLIAMS : Washington, D. C. 
September 15, 1959 


BEFORE HONORABLE EDWARD M. CURRAN, United States 
District Judge, Proceedings. 

APPEARANCES: 

(As heretofore noted. ) 
* * * * 
MATTIE I. GOODRUM 
resumed the stand, and having been previously duly sworn, was ex- 
amined, and testified further as follows: 
CROSS-EXAMINATION 
BY MR. LEVINE: 
* * * * od 
155 Q. And from that point until you get back to the area at 7th and 
Quincy Street you no longer had Gloria Morton in sight, did you? A. 
No, I did not. 

Q. Now, you then have no knowledge whatsoever of anybody 
that Gloria Morton might have seen from the point that you left or 
stopped observing her in the Mount Pleasant Street area until 7th and 
Quincy Street, Northwest? A. That is correct. 

Q. And you know that that bus that goes from Mount Pleasant 
Street to the 7th and Quincy Street area travels through a very thickly 
populated part of the District of Columbia? A. That is correct. 

Q. And as far as you know four or five hundred persons could 
have gotten on or off that bus while Gloria Morton was sitting there 
from the Mount Pleasant Street area to the 7th and Quincy Street area, 
isn't that true? A. I have no knowledge of the bus and the activities 
after it left my view. 

Q. Itis possible? A. It is possible. 
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156 MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I object. 

THE COURT: I will sustain the objection. She says she doesn't 
know. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, you saw Gloria Morton get in ataxicab? A. Yes. 

Q. And you did find out who the taxicab driver was? A. No, I 
did not. 

Q. So then you can't testify from your own personal knowledge 
that that taxicab driver was also not a narcotics addict or a narcotics 
seller, isn't that true? A. True. 

Q. So she could have gotten narcotics from the taxicab operator ? 
A. I don't know. 

Q. Now, when you and the other officer, as you testified, went 
back to the 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest address, was there any dis- 
cussion about a search warrant or an arrest warrant for Estelle Mur- 
phy? A. Not that I recall. 


Q. Did you consider going to get a search warrant or an arrest 


warrant? A. Well now, -- 
* * * * a 
158 Q. And when the face, as you testified to, peered out from be- 
hind the curtain at that time, did you recognize Estelle Murphy? A. 
159 I had never had any previous contact with Estelle Murphy. 
Q. And Officer Hood did not know her either? A. He said that 
he did. 
Q. He said that he did? And even though he knew her he said, 
"Is Estelle at home?", isn't that what you testified to? A. When the 
defendant came to the door and she asked, "What is it?", Officer 
Hood said, -- he said, "I want to see Estelle Murphy." 
Q. Even though he was looking at her? A. He was looking at 
her at the time he said that. 
Q. Then what were the next words that either he or you used 
in reference to this scene at the door? A. The next word that he 
used was, "Well, she told me to come pass." 
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Q. Estelle told me to come pass? A. He was referring to 
Estelle. 
Q. Even though you would have us believe that he knew that the 


face in the window was Estelle Murphy, he saidto her, "She told me 
to come pass?" A. Yes. 

Q. And what did the apparition in the window say to you or Mr. 
Hood, if you recall? A. She said to call back later, she was out but 
she probably would be in. 

* * * * * 

161 Q. And Detective Hood began to bang down the door? A. He 
said, told me to step out of the way, and he and Detective Paul forced 
open the door and went in. 

Q. During all of this time did either detectives say, "This is 
the Police, we are here to arrest you for a narcotics violation?" A. 
During the time we were on the porch? 

* * * * * 

163 Q. Tell us this, was there anybody in your party that had a 
portable blue light known as an infrared light? A. Yes. 

Q. Had you ever seen that carried on an arrest before? A. A 
number of times. 

Q. Now, describe that light tous, will you? A. It is shaped 
something like a bell. It is a dome type light. 

Q. Whichisa reflector? A. It has a reflector across it. It 
has sort of a little handle to it. It looks like an over-sized spotlight 
that is on the edge of acar. It has a long electric cord. And it has a 
special bulb in it. 

Q. And that special bulb is called an ultraviolet ray light? A. 

Yes. 

Q. This special light and bulb was used in conjunction with 
phosphorescent powder that was placed on the marked money, isn't 
that true? A. That is correct. 

Q. So that they -- so that what they did was to smash in the 
door and they brought the light into the house with them, didn't they? 
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A. The light was later brought in the house, yes. 

Q. And that light was used to find some chemical substances on 
certain people's hands, wasn't it? A. Yes. 

Q. So, in other words, they smashed into the house, they 
smashed in the house, looked for the marked money, didn't they? The 
florescent powder would show that the marked money was there, is 
that true? A. I can't say that was the purpose in entering the house. 

Q. That was one of the purposes, wasn't it? A. I can't say 
that. I can say that was one of the things that was done after they en- 
tered the house. 

Q. Now, did they shine the light on Mrs. Murphy's hands? 


A. Yes, they did. 
* * * * * 


Q. They brought the list of serial numbers in with them ? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And you knew they were looking for the marked money, did 


you not? A. After we entered the house, yes. 
* * * * 


CROSS-EXAMINATION 
BY MR. BENTON: 

Q. Well, now, as far as you know other officers placed them- 
selves in a position where they could not be seen by the occupants of 
the house, isn't that correct? A. That is correct. 

Q. They were hiding? A. They could not be seen by her when 
she pulled the screen back. She could not see the other officers. 

Q. Now, do you recall what officers -- can you name the officers 
that actually forced the lock on the door? A. Detective Hood and 


Detective Paul. 
* * * * * 


Q. Now, Miss Goodrum, at the time you entered 2007 Klingle 
Road, Northwest, as a matter of fact at the time you approached the 
premises preparatory to entry, there were certain other officers 
present as you have already stated, and isn't it a fact that there were 
some officers stationed in the rear of the premises? A. At the time 


we entered? 
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Q. Yes. A. I was told there were. 

Q. And as a matter of fact you had information to that effect that 
there were officers stationed in the premises ahead of the time -- dur- 
ing the time you were transporting Gloria Morton to headquarters? A. 
I was told so, yes. 

Q. Now, when you returned preparatory to entering the 2007 


Klingle Road, did you observe whether or not there was anybody about 


to leave the premises, that is, anybody in a helicopter? A. I didn't 
see a helicopter. 

Q. Did you see any cars with the motors running? A. Any cars? 

Q. Any cars standing by waiting to pick up passengers? A. At 
what time? When we got ready to go in? 

* * * * * 

Q. Were you told that that you were actually going into the 
house, supposed to enter the premises? A. One of the detectives said 
we are going back to Estelle’s house and when we got there, I think it 
was Detective Paul that told me to go with Detective Hood, because 
whenever I have worked with the Narcotics Squad where a woman was 
involved I always have to be one of the first persons on the scene at 
the time the police had contact with the woman. 

Q. Now, what instructions did you have and what did Officer 
Hood have? Was he supposed to enter the premises when you went to 
the door, was that the purpose? A. We expected to enter the premises. 

MR. BENTON: I have no further questions. 

THE COURT: That is all? 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I have a few, your Honor. 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. MACLAUGHLIN: 

Q. You go along wherever a woman is in the case, is that true? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Now, with regard to this light that was placed on the hands of 
the Defendant Murphy, did that light indicate to you as you observed 
her hands -- A. Yes, it indicated that she had a substance that would 
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illuminate on the skin under the light. 

Q. Onthe hands? A. Yes. 

Q. Did that also indicate to you when the light was placed on the 
hands of the Defendant Williams? A. Yes. 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I believe that is all I have of this witness. 

THE COURT: You may be excused. 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: May she be excused? I think this lady is 
working nights. 

THE COURT: Yes, you may. 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: Will you please call Officer Didone. 
Whereupon 

THOMAS DIDONE, JR. 
was called as a witness, being duly sworn, testified as follows: 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. Now, Officer Didone, your full name is what? A. Thomas 
Didone, Jr. 

Q. You are a member of the Metropolitan Police Department? 
A. Iam, sir. 

Q. Assigned to the Narcotics Squad, is that right? A. Yes. 

Q. Were you so assigned on April 24th, 1959? A. Yes, sir, I 


was. 


Q. Now, Officer Didone, did there come a time when you saw a 


person identified to you as Miss Raimondi? A. That is correct. 

Q. When did you first see her on April 24th, 1959? 

MR. LEVINE: When did you first see her -- and then he said 
did there come atime. The Government is testifying to the date. 
What if he would state April 16th or April 12th -- 

THE COURT: He has a right to ask him about the 24th. Go 
ahead and answer the question. 

THE WITNESS: In the morning hours of April 24th, 1959. 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: __ 

Q. Where did you see her at that time? A. It was in the 
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address of the 1400 block of N Street. 

Q. And the time that you saw her at that address, did you take 
her any place? A. Yes, sir. To the office of the Narcotics Squad. 

Q. What time would you say it was that you arrived at the office 

of the Narcotics Squad? A. In the morning hours, sir. 

Q. Now, did there come a time when you left police headquarters 
with Miss Raimondi ? 

MR. LEVINE: Your Honor, these questions are leading, I object. 

THE COURT: They are perfectly proper. Don't be interrupting 
again. 

MR. LEVINE: I want to preserve the record. 

THE COURT: You preserve it, but I don’t want these frequent 
interruptions on proper questions. 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. My question was, did you have occasion to leave the police 
headquarters with Miss Raimondi? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Where did you go with her? A. Early in the day we went to 
the Women's Bureau with her. 

Q. Do you recall the approximate time you went to the Women's 
Bureau with her? A. Some time early in the day and later in the 
evening we met her at the Women's Bureau. 

Q. What time did you meet her later that evening at the Women's 
Bureau? A. About 8:30 p.m., sir. 

191 Q. Do you recall who was present at the time at the Women's 
Bureau? A. There was Officer Paul, Longo, Miss Goodrum, Officer 
Panetta, Officer Hood and we were all around. I don't know whether we 
were all there when|we met, but all around the Women's Bureau at that 
time. 

Q. I will show you Government -- will you mark this for identi- 
fication, please, as Government's Exhibit No. 2. 


[Government's Exhibit No. 2 was 
marked for identification. ] 


BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 
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Q. Now, I will show you Government's Exhibit No. 2 marked 
for identification and ask you, Officer, if you can identify that? A. 
Yes, sir. I can. 
Q. You can identify Government's Exhibit No. 2, as what? A. 
It is a money list which was prepared by Officer Longo and myself at 


the office of the Narcotics Squad prior to going to the Women's Bureau 
about 8:30 p.m. on April 24th, 1959, sir. 

Q. And just how did you prepare that list, money list? A. Of- 
ficer Longo and I -- we read the serial numbers. One officer read 


them and one officer typed them on the sheet and we both kept the 
sheet and went to the Women's Bureau with the sheet. 

Q. And what is the denominations of the bills? A. One five- 
dollar serial certificate and ten one-dollar silver certificates. 

192 Q. Now, at the time you sent to the Women's Bureau with Miss 
Raimondi, did you have Government Exhibit marked for identification 
Number 2 with you? A. Yes, sir, we did. Officer Longo had it with 
him. 

Q. Now, while at the Women's Bureau with Miss Raimondi, did 
you or any other police officer in your presence give her anything? A. 
Not at the Women’s Bureau, sir. 

Q. Did you have any occasion to leave the Women's Bureau? A. 
Yes, sir, we did. 

Q. All right, when you left the Women's Bureau, who left the 
Women's Bureau with you? A. Well, Officers Longo, Paul, Panetta, 
Miss Goodrum, and Raimondi were in Officer Panetta's private auto- 
mobile and Officer Hood and Bonaparte and myself and Ernest were in 
the cruiser and we followed them. We left the Women's Bureau to 
the vicinity of Georgia Avenue and Park Roads, sir. 

Q. That is in what section of the city? A. Northwest. 

Q. Washington, D. C.? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now, what time would you say it was that you arrived in 
that immediate vicinity? A. I would say about the time we got there 
it was about 9:30 p.m. or thereabouts. 
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193 Q. Did you take any particular position in that vicinity? A. 
Well, we parked the cruiser right behind Officer Panetta's car. 

Q. That was where? A. On Park Road just east of Georgia 
Avenue. 

Q. And where did you go from there? A. Well, I observed 
Leoris Raimondi and an officer walk to a telephone booth that was right 
near by. 

Q. Did Leoris Raimondi remain at the telephone booth? A. Yes. 

Q. Where did they go or where did she go? A. They returned 
to Officer Panetta's auto. I went to Officer Panetta's auto. 

Q. You had occasion to talk to them at that time, yes or no? A. 
I did not talk to them, no, sir. 

Q. All right, did you remain there at that time? A. Yes, sir, 
for a short period of time. 

Q. Then where did you go? A. ThenI went back to the cruiser. 

Q. Where was the cruiser located? A. Parked right behind 
Officer Panetta's auto. 

Q. Did you remain there? A. I remained there until Officer 
Panetta left and then we left with them, sir. 

Q. Where did they go, where did you go? A. We went to the 
vicinity of Randolph Street, Northwest and New Hampshire Avenue and 
Officer Panetta's automobile went to the vicinity of 8th Street, North- 
west, just off of Randolph Street. It forms a -- Randolph and New 
Hampshire and 8th Street forms a sort of a triangle. 


Q. Then where was that, if you know, in reference to 2007 
Klingle Road, Northwest. A. It was east of that. It was -- Randolph 
Street -- it was Klingle Road -- it is in the northwest section, further 
northwest. This is further east than Klingle Road. 

Q. Did you remain at that location? A. We remained at that 


location for a short period of time, sir. 
Q. Then where did you go? A. Then I went to the vicinity of 
the 700 block of Quincy Street. 
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Q. Now, what time would you say you arrived in the 700 block 
of Quincy Street? A. I would estimate it at about 9:50 p.m., sir, or 
thereabouts. 

Q. All right, did you station yourself in that particular position 
there? A. I stationed myself in the 700 block of Quincy Street, North- 
west, sir. 

195 Q. While in that vicinity did you see anyone that you knew? A. 
Not at that time, sir. 

Q. Allright. Did there come a time later while in that location 
that you saw someone that you knew? A. Yes, about 10:43 p.m. or 
thereabouts. The same date, while I was in the vicinity of 7th and 
Quincy Street, Northwest, I observed Gloria Morton walking north on 
7th Street toward Quincy Street. 

Q. Now, when you saw Gloria Morton at that time, had you had 
some previous arrangements with other officers? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Asto Gloria Morton? A. Shortly before I saw Gloria Mor- 
ton as I was in the 700 block of Quincy Street, I saw Officer Panetta 
drive through Quincy Street and through previous arrangements with 
Officer Panetta and after he went through that block, I then left the 
700 block of Quincy Street and went to the vicinity of 7th Street and 
Quincy Street. 

Q. Then as the result of the information or the previous ar- 
rangements that you had with other officers, what did you do to or 
with Miss Morton? A. I arrested Gloria Morton. 

Q. When and where did you arrest Gloria Morton? A. I ar- 
rested her just about that time, 10:43, when I first saw her as she was 

196 walking just south of the corner of 7th and Quincy Street, North- 


west. 


Q. Where did you bring her? A. Immediately after I arrested 
her Officer Panetta came out with other officers and Officer Goodrum 
and they took Gloria Morton in Officer Panetta's auto and left. 

Q. Then where did you go? A. I then went in a police cruiser 
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to the vicinity of the 2000 block of Klingle Road, Northwest, and waited, 
sir. 

Q. What block did you goto? A. To the vicinity of the 2000 
block of Klingle Road. 

Q. That is in what section? A. Northwest section of Washing- 
ton. 

Q. Now, what time would you say you arrived in that immediate 
vicinity? A. About 11:15 p.m. 

Q. And when you arrived in that immediate vicinity did you see 
any other police officers? A. Yes, sir, I was met there by Officer 
Bonaparte. Officer Hood was with us in the cruiser, sir. 

Q. When you say with you in the cruiser, what officers were 
with you in the cruiser? A. Officer Hood and Officer Ernst and we 
met Officer Bonaparte in the vicinity. 

197 Q. Now, when you met Officer Bonaparte at that time, did you 
talk tohim? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And as a result of talking to Officer Bonaparte where did you 
go and what did you do next? A. We remained in that vicinity until 
shortly afterwards when we were joined by Officers Panetta, Longo, 
Paul and Miss Goodrum. 

Q. And afteryyou were joined by those police officers that you 


have just testified to, did there come a time when you all had occasion 


to conference, yes or no? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now, after that conference where did you go or what did you 
do? A. After that I then went to the near vicinity at the front of 2007 
Klingle Road, Northwest, sir, and on the sidewalk in front of the hedge 
area and I remained there. 

Q. And would you say that you secreted yourself there? A. 
Yes, sir. 

MR. LEVINE: I object to that. 

THE COURT: Overruled. 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 
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Q. While you were in that position were you able to observe the 
entrance of the door of 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest? A. Yes, sir. 
198 Q. And while in that position did you see anyone go to that door? 


A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Who did you see go to that door 2007 Klingle Road, North- 
west? A. Officer Hood and Miss Goodrum. 

Q. Now, when you saw Officer Hood and Miss Goodrum go to 
that door, what did you do? A. I remained behind the hedge where I 
could see the doorway through the hedges. 

Q. Now, when you saw Officer Hood and Miss Goodrum at the 
door, did you observe them do anything? A. From where I was I 
could observe Officer Hood holding up an object. I could not make out 
what it was from where I was but he did have his arm up and in a short 
period of time afterwards I heard Officer Hood say "Police" real loud 
and the door was forced open. At the time he said "Police" real loud 
I started to move to the front of 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest. 

Q. And when you started to move in that direction did there 
come atime when you did enter those premises? A. Yes, sir, I did. 

Q. Allright. Just tell us how you entered those premises? 

A. At the time I got to the premises Officer Hood and Miss Goodrum 
and Paul, and I believe Longo, had already entered the premises. I 
then went through the front door which was then opened and I followed 

199 Officer Paul up the stairway passing Miss Goodrum on the way, 
and Officer Paul was behind Estelle Murphy, and as we got near the 
top of the stairs in that vicinity, Officer Paul took a brown bag from 
Estelle Murphy's hand and I was following closely behind by that time. 
We had gone up the stairs and it makes sort of a U-turn from the 
hallway, and there is a bathroom door right there. 

By that time we had gotten that position where Officer Hood and 
Officer Paul went towards the bathroom door and Estelle Murphy and 
Miss Goodrum then walked to the room right next to it which was a 
big bedroom and the light was on and nothing else. 
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Q. While in that room did you have occasion to talk to Estelle 
Murphy? A. Yes, sir. After Miss Goodrum and Estelle Murphy and 
I myself went in that room right at the foot of the bed there was a 
pocketbook that was open and as soon as we walked into the room Es- 
telle picked up the pocketbook and held it. I told her then she was 
charged with the Harrison Narcotics Act and I told her in the presence 
of Miss Goodrum and I said that she was entitled to counsel, entitled 
to a hearing, and she did not have to talk or make any statement unless 
she desired to do so, that they would be used against her. 

Q. Did you see Mrs. Estelle Murphy here in court today? A. 
Yes, sir, I do. 

Q. Will you point to her? A. She is sitting there at the table 

200 in what appears to be a purplish or chartreuse blouse. 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: May the record so show that he has identi- 
fied the Defendant Murphy. 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. What conversations did you have with Mrs. Murphy at that 
time? A. After advising her I asked her if she had narcotics in the 
premises and she said that they did. Officer Longo had come up at that 
time and was standing along side us. I asked if she would give it to us 
and she said she would. She took two or three steps and there was a 
bed which comes out toward the center of the room and there was a 
sort of chest of drawers right at the foot of the bed in a little areaway, 
and she walked between the bed and the chest of drawers and she walked 
to that corner and in the presence of Goodrum and Officer Longo and 
myself she took from the top of her stocking a piece of tissue paper 
which contained 34 capsules of white powder and a piece of plastic 
which had some loose powder in it and handed this over to me. 

Q. What did she say, if anything, to you at the time that she 
handed it to you? A. She just handed it to me. I saidto her, "Do you 


have any more narcotics around?" and she said "No, she didn't." So, 


I said, "Well, you have got this stuff here you must have some capsules 
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that you cap up with, '"' and she says ''No." 

201 She said, "No, I don't have any capsules that we cap up. We 
used them all and if I had any capsules I would give them to you. I 
have given you the narcotics so I would give you the capsules." 

Q. Inow show you Government's Exhibit marked for identifica- 
tion No. 3. 


[Government's Exhibit 
No. 3 was marked for 
identification. ] 


BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. I now show you Government's for identification number 
three, officer, and ask you if you can identify that? A. Yes, sir; I 
can. This is an envelope in which I placed the tissue paper and a 
sort of plastic that Estelle Murphy turned over to me at 2007 Klingle 
Road, Northwest. 

Q. Look at that envelope and see if the exhibits are in there 
that you got. A. Yes, I could identify the envelope. The tissue 
paper and the plastic, and I can identify them by the initials I placed 
on them. 

Q. You identify them as what? A. As tissue containing the 
capsules and the sort of plastic containing the white powder that Es- 
telle Murphy turned over to me at 2007 Klingle Road, on April 24th, 
1959. 

Q. What did the capsules contain at the time the defendant 
Murphy turned them over to you? A. A white powder. 

202 Q. Were there any government stamps on them? A. No, sir. 

Q. After receiving Government exhibit marked for identifica- 
tion number three, what did you do? A. I kept them in my possession, 
sir, and they were initialed by Officer Longo and myself, and I kept 
them in my possession until they were turned over to the office of the 
Narcotic Squad. 

Q. I show you Government exhibit marked for identification -- 

MR. LEVINE: Might I look at these exhibits? 
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THE COURT: Do you want to look at them now? 

MR. LEVINE: Yes, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Yes, you may see them. 

MR. LEVINE: Pardon me, your Honor. 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I thought that after the officer identified 
them that -- 

THE COURT: He can see them now. 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. I show you Government exhibit marked for identification No. 
3 and will ask you, officer, if you can identify that? A. Yes, sir; I 
can. 

Q. Now, my next question is in reference to Government Ex- 

203 hibit marked for identification number three, what did you do, 

if anything, with them with reference to Government Exhibit 3a? 


[Government Exhibit 3a 
was marked for identi- 
fication. ] 


THE WITNESS: I placed all of those exhibits in the envelope. I 
placed the exhibits in the envelope and I sealed the envelope into Gov- 
ernment's Exhibits 3a which I marked and sealed and kept locked up in 
a special compartment that we have -- Officer Paul and I have for our 


own exclusive use in the office and I kept it locked until April 28th 


when I personally gave it to the United States chemist for analysis. 
BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 
Q. Showing you Government's Exhibit marked for identification 


number one, are you familiar with Government's Exhibit marked for 
identification number one? A. No, sir, Iam not. 

Q. Now, on April 28th, 1959, when you sent to the chemist 
with Exhibit three and 3a -- 

MR. LEVINE: Your Honor, I object. He is leading the witness. 

THE COURT: No, heisn't. He said he went there on the 28th 
of April. 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 
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Q. Who was with you, Officer? A. Officer Longo and Paul, 
sir. 

204 Q. Now, after recovering Exhibit marked for identification 
number 3 from the Defendant Estelle Murphy, did there come a time 
when you talked to anyone else in those premises? A. I talked to 
someone else in the premises, but that conversation was brief. 

Q. Now, again showing you Government Exhibit marked for 
identification number 2, I believe you testified that that was made out 
by Officer Longo in your presence, isn't that true? A. Yes, sir, we 
both made it out. 

Q. Now, and that was where? A. That was at the office of the 
Narcotics Squad. 

Q. Police Headquarters? A. That is correct. 

Q. Now, after that was made out, Government's Exhibit num- 
ber 2 was made out, and it was made out in your presence at the 
Narcotics Squad at Police Headquarters, did you see that again that 


night? A. Yes, while in the auto after Raimondi made the telephone 


call. That is when I signed that and Officer Longo turned the money 
over to Leoris Raimondi. 

Q. All right, and after that incident, did there come a time 
when you Saw it again later that evening? A. Yes, sir. Officer 
Paul and Longo used this to check some money against it. 

Q. Were you present at the time they checked the money? A. 

205 I was in the room, sir. 

Q. Did you hear them check the money? A. I heard them 
call off numbers, sir. 

Q. Where was that? A. That was in the bedroom of 2007 
Klingle Road, Northwest, sir. 

* * * 
206 THOMAS DIDONE 
resumed the stand, and having been previously duly sworn, was ex- 


amined and testified further as follows: 
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CROSS-EXAMINATION 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

* * * * * 

207 Q. Did you ask if anybody had entered or left the house in the 
last hour or so? A. I believe from the conversation Bonaparte said 
no one had entered or left the house. 

Q. You understood from that that he had the house under sur- 
veillance? A. Yes. 

Q. When Officer Bonaparte had the house under -- let me ask 
you a preparatory question first. In whose charge was this operation 
on the night of April 24th? A. Well, it would be difficult to say. I 

208 would say that the primary officers in the case were Officer 
Paul and myself. 

Q. And being one of the primary officers in the case, you had 
occasion to direct the other officers who would be assisting, isn't 
that true? A. I would not say that I directed them. Officer Paul more 
or less conducted most of it and he directed most of the officers. 

Q. Now, during the period of the hour and a half that Officer 


Bonaparte had 2007 Klingle Road under observation or surveillance, 


did you make any attempt to obtain a search warrant or an arrest 


warrant from a magistrate in accordance with the law? 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I object. It is immaterial. 

THE COURT: I will sustain the latter part "in accordance with 
the law."" Answer it all except the last part of the question. 

THE WITNESS: I don't understand what part you want me to 
answer. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Did you make any attempt to obtain a search warrant while 
the house was under surveillance? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Did you make an attempt to obtain an arrest warrant? A. I 
did not. 

209 Q. Did you discuss with the other officers under whose primary 
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control this case was the obtaining of either a search or an arrest 
warrant? A. At what time? 

Q. At that night. Say between ten and eleven. A. No, sir. 

Q. How long have you been a member of the Police Department ? 
A. Since June, 1952, sir. 

Q. And you are a Detective Sergeant on the Narcotics Squad, 
are you? A. No, I am not. 

Q. Detective? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And you in the past years -- how long have you been on the 
Narcotics Squad? A. Since November of 1952. 

Q. You are acquainted with the rules involved in obtaining a 
search and arrest warrant, are you not? A. I don't understand your 
question about rules, sir. 

Q. Are you acquainted with the requirements necessary to ob- 
tain either a search warrant or arrest warrant? A. I am familier 
with some of them but I don't know them all, sir. 

Q. And you have obtained many search warrants and arrest 
warrants in the past three or four years, haven't you? A. I have. 

210 I would say I have obtained search warrants and arrest warrants. 


Q. Now, sir, you know there are requirements known as es- 
? ? 


tablishing probable cause in order to get a search warrant, is that 


true? A. Yes, sir. 

@. You know that you or he should go down and get a search 
warrant? A. At that time, sir, we only had information. At that 
time, sir, we only had information primary to conducting an investi- 
gation. 

Q. So at that time you did not have enough information or evi- 
dence to establish probable cause upon which to get a search warrant, 
isn't that true? A. Inthe morning, in the early afternoon, no, sir. 

Q. And in the evening just prior to searching her house, at that 
time you didn't have enough information or evidence to get a search 
warrant, isn't that true? A. I believe at that time there might have 
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been some but I don't know for sure. I would say they had enough 
probable cause from the events that day that did occur and we did have 
a probable cause. 

Q. The fact that Gloria Morton went to 2007 Klingle Road, 
Northwest? A. Not only that fact but it was the accumulation of facts 

211 as they occurred that corroborated certain information we had 

received, 

Q. Did it occur to you that perhaps Gloria Morton could have 
obtained narcotics in the bus from the moment that the surveillance 
of the bus entered the Mt. Pleasant area until she arrived back at 7th 
and Quincy Street, Northwest? A. I didn't have her under observation 
on the bus. 

Q. You knew they didn't follow the bus all the way, didn't you? 
A. You say I knew? . 

Q. Yes. A. Ican't answer. I knewI was in the 700 block of 


Quincy Street at the time I saw Officer Panetta drive by in his auto. 
That I knew, sir. 

Q. Didn't you discuss with Officer Panetta what happened? A. 
At that time, sir? 

Q. Yes. A. No, sir. 

Q. Prior to the time that you smashed in the door or were with 


the officers that smashed in the door, you discussed it with Officer 
Panetta, didn't you? A. I didn't discuss all the things that were done. 

Q. Did you ask Officer Panetta what happened as a result of his 

following Miss Morton, Miss Gloria Morton? A. I found as a result 

212 of the arrest of Gloria Morton that she was followed. He said 
he followed her to the 2007 Klingle Road and back and afterwards 
they did recover narcotics from her. 

Q. Did you discover that after the bus arrived in the Mt. 
Pleasant area or before it got to the 700 block of Quincy Street that 
nobody followed the bus? Did you discover that prior to breaking into 
the house? A. No, sir. 
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Q. If you had discovered that, would that have affected your 
estimate of probable cause? 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I object to that. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, you testified that you went to 2007 Klingle Road 
Northwest after the arrest of Gloria Morton and you waited for cer- 
tain other police, isn't that true? A. I said I went to the vicinity. 

Q. Yes, of that. A. That is correct. A few short minutes, I 
don't recall exactly how many. It was a short period of time. 

Q. And were they down getting a search warrant, if you know? 


A. I don't know for sure where they were. 
Q. Now, you saw Officer Hood go up to the door? A. Yes, sir. 
213 Q. You testified that you saw him go up and hold a small object 
into the glass of the door? Was that a search warrant that he held up 


to the door? A. No, sir, it didn't look like a search warrant to me. 

Q. Now, you heard him call Police in a real loud voice, isn't 
that true? A. That is correct. 

Q. And then the next thing that happened he smashed down the 
door? A. It was a short period of time thereafter when he said 
Police out loud. I tried to move in a better position because of the 
loudness of the voice of Police. In my opinion the entrance to the 
premises would be made shortly and I wanted to get in a right position 
where I could assist. 

Q. Well, then you knew when Officer Hood and Officer Goodrum 
went to the door, you knew the reason they went to the door was to 
effect make an admission into the house, isn't that true? A. Well, 
my primary interest was to arrest Estelle Murphy. 

Q. And to gain admission to the house if need be? A. To ar- 
rest her, yes, sir. 

Q. Now, did you hear the police say, "We want to arrest Es- 
telle Murphy for the crime of dealing in contraband narcotics?" A. 


No, I didn't hear that. 
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Q. Did you hear them announce the nature or the purpose of 
214 their visit there? A. No, sir. 

Q. As required under the Miller case which I am sure you are 
aware of? A. I was quite a distance from the house. Thereisa 
parking area which is more or less the front lawn so to speak and 
then there is a hedge and then there is a sidewalk. 

Q. How far away were you? A. I would say I would be approx- 
imately -- maybe a short distance beyond the light stand over there -- 
about that distance. 

* * * * * 
217 Q. And yet you knew the door was going to be opened, didn't 
you? A. Now, when you say I knew the door was going to be --- 

Q. You knew that you were all going there to effect an entry? 
A. We went there to effect an arrest. 

Q. If necessary to batter down the door? A. If we felt it was 
necessary, sir. 


Q. Even though there was no search or arrest warrant, isn't 


that true? A. To effect an arrest, yes. 


Q. Now, you went there to arrest Estelle Murphy, isn't that 
true? A. That is correct. 

Q. And you brought with you an ultraviolet ray light, didn't 

218 you? A. Yes. I didn't bring it. 

Q. One of your associates brought it? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And you brought the ultraviolet ray light in to find out who 
had the marked money, isn't that true? A. We brought the ultra- 
violet light to find out who had hold the money. 

Q. So, before you sent there you were sure Estelle Murphy 
had it, isn't that true? A. The ultraviolet light was brought in to 
corrorborate it. 

Q. You mean to help you get the evidence necessary? A. To 
corrorborate it. 


Q. Now, when you put the ultraviolet light on people in the 
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house, did you put it on Mr. Robert Greene? A. I didn't put it on 
anyone, sir. 
Q. Well, your associates did? Did they examine Mr. Greene's 
hands, one of the roomer's hands? A. I do not know, sir. 


Did they examine Mrs. Greene? A. I do not know, sir. 
Who handled the ultraviolet light? A. I believe Officer 


And was he under your direction? A. No, sir. 


Now, did you order the ultraviolet light brought in? A. No, 


Do you know who ordered it brought in? A. No, I don't 
know who ordered it brought in. I don't know if it was ordered or 
suggested. 

Q. Whether it was an order or a suggestion or comment, do 
you know who initiated such a comment or suggestion? A. No, lam 
sorry, I don't recall who did. 

Q. Now, do you bring an ultraviolet light on all arrests that 
you make. A. All of the arrests that we make when we have powdered 
the marked money. 

Q. And that is to find out who handled the money, isn't that 
true? A. It is to corrorborate it more or less as to who handled it. 
* * * * * 

220 Q. After Gloria Morton was arrested, did you have a chance to 
talk to her at all that night prior to going to 2007 Klingle Road, North- 
221 west? A. No, sir. 

Q. So, then you never got any verification from Gloria Morton 
that she had received any narcotics from Estelle Murphy, isn't that 
true? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And as a matter of fact, after discussing with your col- 
legues, prior to making in the break-in of 2007 Klingle Road, North- 
west, you discovered that Gloria Morton refused to tell them where 
she got the narcotics, isn't that true? A. I did not discover that, no, 
sir. 
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Q. They told you this, didn't they? 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I object to this. 

MR. LEVINE: I know the answer already. 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: Then why doesn't he take the stand? 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Did they tell you that she refused to divulge where she got 
the narcotics? A. No, sir. 

Q. Now, would you tell this Court at this time what, if any, 
the necessitous circumstances were that precluded you from obtaining 
a search warrant that night prior to the entry? A. I don't understand 
your question. You mean me personally? 

Q. You and Officer Hood were the primary officers in this 

222 case -- I mean Officer Paul. You were the two primary officers 

in this case, isn't that true? A. Well, I testified that Officer Paul 
and I were the primary officers in the case, but Officer Paul did 
handle the investigation, but as to your question I answered before 
that at the time, earlier, we just had information. 

THE COURT: He wants to know at the time you broke in. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. What were the necessitous circumstances that required you 


to break and enter and required you to break in at 11:40 at night? I 


am asking under McDonald. 

THE COURT: You don't have to quote the cases to me. 

MR. LEVINE: Your Honor, Government counsel is laughing. 
I can't understand it. 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I don't think the case that he cited -- 

THE COURT: Well, I will rule on that as I come to it. 

MR. LEVINE: Can you answer the question? 

THE COURT: He wants to know why you broke in and made a 
search and seizure without getting an arrest warrant. 

THE WITNESS: We had to take the time. It was late at night 
as it was and by the time we could have finally contacted the commis- 


sioner and gotten a warrant and everything else the hours would have 
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elapsed and they could have left the premise. 
BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q. You had an officer stationed there, did you not, sir? You 
223 had an officer stationed there in front and back? A. We had an 
officer there, yes, Officer Bonaparte was there. 

Q. And when you arrived there, prior to the breaking and some 
few minutes thereafter, ten or twelve police officers were there, 
weren't there? A. When I arrived there Officer Hood and Ernst 
arrived with me. We met Officer Bonaparte and shortly afterwards 
the other officers arrived. 

Q. How many finally arrived for the breaking and entering 
scene started? A. I would say about seven or eight. 

Q. Does this include the female officer? A. Including her, 
yes. 

Q. Seven or eight officers? A. That is correct. 

Q. Now, sir, with the seven or eight officers on the scene and 
Mrs. Murphy still in the house, were there any necessitous circum- 
stances then that required you to break in and enter without getting 
the proper warrants? 

* * * * * 
225 Q. At that time you knew she was a narcotics addict on the 
morning of April 24th? A. In the early morning she denied that. 

Q. When did you discover she was a narcotics addict in refer- 
ence to April 24th, 1959? A. In the office of the Narcotics Squad 
she did admit it. 

Q. After you found the needle tracks? A. That is true. 


* * * * * 


231 Q. Now, when, if ever, did you discover she was, when you 


arrested her, doing at that moment a good time release or parole 


from some penal institution for a narcotics offense? A. While in the 
office of the Narcotics Squad while speaking to her she told us she 


was. 
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Q. At that time you advised her things looked pretty bad, didn't 
you? A. No, I didn’t advise her that things looked pretty bad. 

Q. You advised her that things were all right? A. I advised 

232 her about the use of narcotics drugs and the dangers and she 

said she should have known better. 

Q. She has been using them for years, hasn't she? A. She had 
been trying to quit, sir. 


@. And is this the time when she told you she was an addict? 


A. She told me she was a user of narcotics and she said she tried to 
quit but when she felt the urge to use narcotics drugs and she knew 
she could get it, she would weaken and go ahead and get it, sir. 

Q. Now, you knew this was a parole violation, didn't you? A. 
Sir, I did not -- I do not control the parole board. 

Q. I did not ‘ask you that. I asked you if you asa police officer 
with long experience, a police officer in the narcotics squad, I asked 
you if you knew of your own knowledge whether or not a person who is 
released on parole on a narcotics violation and who then turns around 
and becomes a narcotics user and admits such to the Police Depart- 
ment, or to you, does this not mean that she is violating the terms of 
her parole? A. Inthe past we have had the same experience where 
the parole was violated by the people but I could not say if that is a 
parole violation. People have been on parole and we have advised 
the parole officers that they were using narcotics drugs and the 
people have admitted to us that they were using the narcotics drugs, 
and the Parole Board did not violate. So I cannot say that this is a 

233 violation. We do have cases where they do and we have cases 
where they do not, occasionally yes. 

Q. When she admitted to you she was a user of narcotics, did 
you at that time book her for violation of any of the narcotics control 
laws that you administer or that you enforce. A. You mean for pos- 
session of -- no, sir. 

Q. Did you discuss this with her? A. Well, if you don't have 
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the evidence, you can't charge them. 
Q. Did you discuss it with her like how she might be charged 


by you on some kind of a violation? A. No, sir, I did not say we were 


charging her, no, Sir. 

Q. Now, when did the parole officer come to your office or 
come see her, if you know? A. Officer Paul spoke to the parole 
officer. I did not. 

Q. Were you there when Mr. Davis, the parole officer, came? 
A. I may have been in the room sir, but I didn't get into much of the 
conversation, I don't think. 

* * 
239 BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. What one fact, sir, did you have that Estelle Murphy sold 
narcotics to Gloria Morton, one fact? A. Gloria Morton leaving her 
house and going to 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest, and coming back 
and being in possession of the narcotic drug, and that corroborated 
information that this procedure would be followed. 

* * * * 
243 CONTINUED CROSS EXAMINATION 

BY MR. BENTON: 

Q. Officer Didone, on April 24th, 1959, this year, you had 
occasion to take Miss Raimondi down to the Narctocs Squad office on 
interview. I think that was about eight o'clock in the morning when 
you first saw her or something like that? A. That is right. Eight or 
eight-thirty. 

Q. About eight-thirty, and did you go directly to your office at 
that time? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And about what time was it that you discovered she was in 
fact an addict and admitted she was an addict? A. It was sometime 
after 9:00 a.m., sir. 9:00 or 10:00 a.m. or thereabouts. 

Q. And did you at that time indicate to her that you would make 
this fact known to her parole officer, the fact that she was still using 
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narcotics? A. I don't recall telling her that, no, sir. 
Q. Was there any discussion with reference to the fact that she 

244 was using narcotics while she was on conditional parole? A. 

Well, yes, there was discussion of it and I believe I testified that she 

said that she was using it and I believe that I said I told her that it was 

wrong and she said that she would weaken and when she was able to 

get it she would respond to that weakness. 

Q. Did there come a time during the time she was in your cus- 
tody at the Narcotics Squad that Miss Raimondi indicated to you or to 
some other officer that she wanted to cooperate or do something that 
might help herself? And by that I mean did she want to work for the 
Squad, do you recall any such arrangements being discussed? A. 
She indicated she would reveal her source of supply and assist the 
police department ‘and suppress the narcotics traffic. 

Q. How did that come about? Did she suggest to you that she 
would like to work with you or did you approach the subject to her? 
A. Now, when you say did she suggest to you or did I approach the 
subject -- 

Q. I mean you or any one of the others. A. Officer Paul and 
I both. 

Q. You discussed this with her? A. I believe it was I who 
told her about the dangers of being a narcotics user and she said that 
whenever she would get weak she would resort to the use of it. We 

245 told her, well, if you were not able to get it would you be able 
to get along and she said she possibly could. We asked her why don't 
you assist us in suppressing your source of supply so that whenever 
you weakened you won't be able to get it and be able to use it. 

Q. And she agreed to that, did she? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. By what time of day was that, if you recall? A. I believe 
she eventually agreed to that and it was in the afternoon sometime. 

Q. Oh, would you say before three o'clock in the afternoon? 

A. About that. We spoke to her for a while in the morning and then 
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it was sometime that we did not speak to her and we spoke to her about 
three or three-fifteen. 
Q. Now, you first mentioned or suggested to her that she assist 
you in doing some of this work. Did you suggest to her that she think 


it over or did she give her answer immediately? A. She said she 
wanted time to think about it. 
Q. How much time did she take to think it over? A. I assume 


three or four hours from the time we had spoken to her. 


Q. So it was about three o'clock in the afternoon when she gave 
you her decision, is that right? A. About that time, yes, sir. 

246 THE COURT: Was this before or after she had seen the parole 
officer ? 

THE WITNESS: I think it was after, sir. 

BY MR. BENTON: 

Q. Do you know what time it was that she did see the parole 
officer? A. No, I don't know exactly what time it was. 

Q. Well, now, about three o'clock after you had received her 
decision, did you at that time tell her or brief her as to what she was 
expected to do in this particular matter? A. Well, by that time she 
had revealed to us and we asked her how she went about purchasing 
narcotics and she revealed to us the procedures she had taken pre- 
viously. 

Q. And then how soon after that did you make it known to her 
that you wanted her to participate in making this case? A. Wetold 
her that we would make arrangements and that we would meet her 
later that evening. 

Q. Did you tell her what time? A. About eight or nine we 
told her. 

Q. Did you tell her what she was supposed to do? When did 
you tell her what role she was supposed to play? A. We told her 
she was to go along and do exactly what she was doing before. 

Q. When did you make that known to her? A. While talking 
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to her we told her that. 
247 Q. About three o'clock? A. Around about that time, yes, sir. 

Q. Now, of course, she understood what she was going to do as 
far as you know? A. That is right, sir. 

Q. Now, at that time you had sufficient information, did you 
not, to obtain a reason to believe more, did you not? A. Now, Iam 
not a judge, sir, I don't know the rules too well, but from my under- 
standing that information alone, hearsay information uncorroborated, 
is not probable cause to obtain a search warrant. 

* * * * * 
249 Q. Information that was available to you at that particular time? 
A. In my opinion? 

Q. Based on what you had received then? A. In my opinion? 

Q. Based on your experience, past experience? A. In my 
opinion, the opinion of my experience? 

Q. Yes. A. The sole information that we had from Leoris 
Raimondi I don't believe a judge or commissioner would have given 

250 us a search warrant on that. 
* * * * * 

MR. LEVINE: In view of the testimony that has come from 
Miss Raimondi and Officer Didone, might I again renew my motion 
to dismiss this case? 

THE COURT: You are premature. Wait until the Government 


rests. He has not offered the evidence yet. 
MR, LEVINE: Will the Court hear me on a legal argument? 
THE COURT: I will rule on it but I won't go over it again. 
* * * * * 
BY MR. BENTON: 
Q. You do know for a fact that she was searched of your own 
personal knowledge? A. No, sir. 


Q. It is also a fact that you did not know of your own personal 
knowledge that she was searched at any time prior to her arrest? A. 
Personal knowledge? 
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Q. Yes. A. No, sir. 
253 Q. Asa matter of fact, you don't know -- 
THE COURT: What do you mean by search prior to her arrest? 
MR. BENTON: I mean Gloria Morton. 
THE COURT: How are they going to search her if they have not 


arrested her ? 

MR. BENTON: Well, that is the whole point, your Honor. They 
sent a subject into the premises of 2007 Klingle Road. Ordinarily 
when they send a subject in they search them first and then -- 

THE COURT: Who sent a subject in 2007 Klingle Road? 

MR. BENTON: That is the information that appears -- 

THE COURT: The Police Department sent a subject into Klingle 
Road? 

MR. LEVINE: The cause to be Sent in. 

THE COURT: You mean as a result of the transaction with Gloria 
Morton -- that Gloria Morton went into Klingle Road, is that it? 

MR. BENTON: That is it. 

THE COURT: And your question is whether or not the Police 
Department searched her before she went in? 

MR. BENTON: Searched Gloria Morton, yes. 

THE COURT: I guess the answer is no. 

MR. BENTON: I would think so, too. I wanted to give him the 
opportunity to state it. 

* * 
255 BY MR. BENTON: 

Q. Now, I direct your attention specifically to your briefings 
in respect to the procedures to be followed in approaching the prem- 
ises of 2007 Klingle Road preparatory to gaining your entry. Did you 
discuss at that time just what officer was going to approach the door 
at first? A. I was not the one who discussed it, who would go to the 
door. I think Officer Paul was the one that suggested that Hood would 
go tothe door. I just followed up in the near vicinity. 
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Q. Were you told where you should station yourself or did you 
just select that point? A. Nobody told me where to stay. From ex- 
perience I knew that I would deport myself to be in position where I 
would be nearby to be of some assistance if needed. 

* * * * 
259 REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. Where is Officer Longo today? A. To the best of my 
knowledge Officer Longo is home with a full body cast on. 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: That is all. 

* * * 
VIRGIL J. HOOD 
was called to the stand as a witness, was duly sworn, examined and 
testified as follows: 
260 DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. Now, Officer, speak real loud so that we can all hear you. 
What is your fullname? A. Virgil J. Hood. 

Q. You are a4 member of the Metropolitan Police Department? 
A. Yes, Iam. 

Q. Assigned'to any particular detail squad? A. Assigned to 
the Narcotics Squad. 

Q. I call your attention to the month of April of 1959. Were 
you a member of the Metropolitan Police Department then? A. Yes, 
sir, I was. 

Q. And so assigned to the Narcotics Squad? A. I was. 

Q. Do you recall -- I call your attention to specifically April 
24th, 1959. Do you recall being in the vicinity of 2000 block of Klingle 
Road, Northwest, in the District of Columbia? A. Yes, I do. 


Q. And approximately what time of the day and night were you 
there? A. I went there about 10:45 I think. I think about 10:45. 

Q. And who went with you? A. Officer Ernst,. Panetta, Did- 
one, and Officer Longo. 
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Q. Where did you leave from to go to that immediate vicinity? 


A. I left from the Women's Bureau. 
261 Q. What time would you say you left the Women's Bureau? A. 
Approximately 10:30. 

Q. Now, when you arrived in the vicinity of the 2000 block of 
Klingle Road, what did you do, if anything? A. When I arrived at 
Klingle Road in the 2000 block I parked the car on the side street. I 
was driving a cruiser. I parked on a side street and we got together 
~- there were two cars there. Panetta was driving his private car 
and I was driving the cruiser. The two groups of officers got to- 
gether and went to 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest. 

Q. What time would you Say it was that you arrived there? A. 
At the house? 

Q. Yes. A. I would say around -- close to 11:00. 

Q. Did there come a time when you went up to the front door of 
those premises at 2007 Klingle Road? A. Yes. 

Q. And who was with you, if anyone? A. I went there with 
Officer Goodrum and Detective Paul. 

THE COURT: Excuse me for interrupting. Did Officer Didone 
get his identification back? 

MR. LEVINE: Yes, sir. 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. What happened when you arrived at the door of those prem- 
ises? A. When I arrived at the door I pressed the doorbell for sev- 

262 eral minutes and didn't get a reply. I then knocked on the door. 
I knocked on the door several different times at different intervals 
and after standing there for four or five minutes, I don't remember 
now -- I mean I don't know her name, her with the pink blouse on, 
she came down the steps to the door. 

Q. All right then, what happened? A. I displayed my identi- 
fication up to the door and told her it was the police and I asked her 
Estelle -- I don't know what her name is. 
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THE COURT: Estelle Murphy. 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. Who did you ask that of? A. She asked who do you want. The 
lady at the table asked who do you want. I said Estelle Murphy. At that 
time I couldn't see who it was because it was so dark on the inside and 
there was a light on in the inside of the house upstairs. 

Q. And what did the person say when you asked for Estelle 
Murphy? A. She said Estelle Murphy is not in. 

Q. Was anything further said or done by either of you? A. At 
that time I placed my identification right up to glass and she appeared 
to be looking at the folder, my folder, and I said it was the police and 
she looked at it and ran back up the steps. At that time Officer Paul 
and I, we put our shoulders to the door and forced it open. 

263 Q. Now, what part of the door did you force open? A. The 
lock. Just the catch. 

Q. All right. And when you forced the door open what did you 
do or where did you go? A. We forced the door open and ran up the 
steps. 

Q. And when you ran up the steps what happened? A. We ran 
up the steps and Officer Paul ran past me and caught ahold of Estelle 
Murphy and we went to the top of the steps where he turned her over 
to Officer Didone. 

Q. Allright. And then what did you do, if anything? A. I 
continued to the top of the steps and went into the bathroom which is 


right at the top of the steps and Paul came in the bathroom behind me. 


Q. Now, when you went in the bathroom was there anyone in 
the bathroom? A. Well, Williams was in the bathroom when I ar- 
rived there. 

Q. Now, how did you get inthe bathroom? A. The door was 
partly open. 

Q. Allright, was it necessary for you to use any force in 
opening the door? A. No, it was not. 
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Q. How far was the door partly open? A. I would Say it was 

about six or seven inches, cracked about six or seven inches. 
264 Q. Was it necessary for you to push it in to get in the bathroom? 

MR. LEVINE: I must object to this for the record. This man 
is leading this witness and I think it is improper and ask the Court to 
so rule. 

THE COURT: I will sustain the objection. 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. What did you do, if anything, in order to get in the bathroom? 
A. I just pushed the door open. 

Q. When you pushed the door open, what did you see, if any- 
thing? A. WhenI pushed the door open Williams was seated on the 


commode with the seat top down and his hands behind him. He was 
full dressed. 


Q. You say he was fully dressed? Describe if you will, what 


wearing apparel he hadon. A. He had ona suit. 
Q. What was he doing with his hands behind him? A. He had 
his hands behind him and it appeared that he was trying to flush the 


commode. 


Q. What else was he wearing at that time? A. He had a coat 


Q. Anything else? A. Not that I recall. 
265 Q. Now, what did you do, if anything, when you saw him, that 

is, Williams in that position? A. I asked him what he was doing. 

Q. What did he say? A. He didn't say anything at that time. 
At that time Paul told him to get up off the stool. 

Q. When he got off of the commode, could you see into the 
commode? A. No, I couldn't, the top was down. 

Q. What did you do, if anything? A. I raised the top and ob- 
served two glassine envelopes. 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: Will you please mark this for identification 
as Government's Exhibit No. 4. 


[Government Exhibit 
No. 4 was marked for 
identification. ] 


BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. Showing you Government's Exhibit No. 4 marked for identi- 
fication, Mr. Hood, and I ask you if you can identify that exhibit? A. 
Yes, sir, I can. 

Q. You identified that exhibit as how? A. I identify it by my 
initials that I placed on it. 

Q. Now, where did you recover that exhibit No. 4, Govern- 
ment's Exhibit No. 4? 

MR. LEVINE: It has already been answered. 

266 THE COURT: Yes, he said that he found it in the commode. 

MR. LEVINE: He found it in the commode. 

THE COURT: You may answer the question. 

MR. LEVINE: I withdraw my objection. 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. Regarding Government Exhibit No. 4, Mr. Hood, where was 
this recovered by you? A. These two packages were recovered from 
the commode in the water. 

Q. And what did they contain at the time they were recovered 
by you in the commode? A. At that time they contained a white sub- 
stance. 

THE COURT: What do you mean by a white -- 

THE WITNESS: A white powder substance. 

THE COURT: Both white powder ? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, your Honor. 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. And was that in the premise 2007 Klingle Road? A. That 
is correct, sir. 

Q. That is in Northwest Washington, D. C.? A. Thatis 
right. 

Q. Now, at the time you recovered Government Exhibit marked 
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for identification Number 4, from those premises, did they contain 
any Government stamps of any kind? A. No, sir. 

267 Q. And after you recovered Government's Exhibit marked for 
identification Number 4 from the commode, what did you do with the 
exhibit? A. I took the exhibits into the front room and turned them 
over to Officer Paul. 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I believe that is all I have of this witness. 
MR. LEVINE: May I see those please? 
CROSS EXAMINATION 
BY MR. LEVINE: 
* * * * * 

269 THE COURT: Did you pretend that you were just a man and 
woman ? 

THE WITNESS: It was nothing said. But we did walk up the 
steps together. 

THE COURT: Who told you to take her up? 

THE WITNESS: She was in the group and it was decided that she 

and I would go to the door. 

THE COURT: No, who decided? 

THE WITNESS: I don't know, your Honor. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Was it Mr. Paul, perhaps? A. I don't know who decided it. 


Q. Well, Mr. Paul and Didone were the only two men who gave 
the orders, isn't that true? A. We walked together. 

Q. Answer the question, sir. 

THE COURT: He already answered it. The orders were given 
by Paul and Didone. 

MR. LEVINE: If they were the only two who gave the orders -- 


he answered that we walked together. 

THE COURT: The answer still remains that Didone and Paul 
were in charge of the raid. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 
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Q. When was Officer Goodrum, the policewoman, brought to 
the porch? A. We walked to the porch together. 
Q. Who brought her to the area, if you know? A. I do not know 
whether she came in the car with Officer Panetta or whether she came 


in the cruiser. 
Q. She did not come with you? A. I don't recall her in the car, 


no. She did come with me, I don't think. 
271 Q. Now, sir, 'you and Officer Goodrum walked to the porch to- 


gether, is that correct? A. That is right. 

Q. And there was no one else in sight, isn't that correct? No 
other police agent? A. Yes, Detective Paul walked along with us. 

Q. He was down on the sidewalk? A. That is right. 

Q. When did he leave your company? A. At the steps. 

Q. Of 2007 Klingle Road? A. That is right. 

Q. Then did he go, do you know? A. He went behind a bush or 
somewhere nearby. 

Q. Heisabig man, isn't he? A. I guess you could say he is 
a big man. 

Q. Was it a big bush he went behind? A. I did not measure the 
size. 

Q. Was it big or small, without having measured it, sir? A. 
He was hiding behind a bush. 

Q. He was hiding behind a bush? A. Whatever he was hiding 
behind he was out of sight. 

Q. So when you finally went up to the porch just you and Miss 
Goodrum were the only two people that appeared on the scene, isn't 
that true? A. That is right. 

272 Q. That is the question I asked you five minutes ago, wasn't it? 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I object, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Yes. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, Mr. Witness, when you went up to the porch you and 
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Miss Goodrum went up alone, didn't you? A. Yes. 
Q. You were in civilian clothes? A. Yes. 
Q. She was wearing nonuniform attire also, wasn't she? A. 


That is correct. 
* * * * * 


274 Q. Now, when you went on the porch, did you know prior to the 


275 time that you stepped on the porch that if they would not open the 
door you would beat it in or kick it in? A. No, I didn't. 

Q. Well, when did you decide to push the door down? A. After 
I observed Estelle Murphy in the door. 

Q. And when you observed her you then decided to push the door 
in? A. We decided to go in after her. 

Q. Who was the "we?" A. Detective Paul and myself. 

Q. Did you ask him what todo? A. After I had stayed on the 
porch for a time or for a short period of time knocking on the door, 
Paul came up to the next door, to the next house rather and got close 
to the house and we were in talking distance. 

Q. And did he then tell you if she did not open the door to push 
itin? A. He said, ''Well, we will goin after her." 

Q. Did you ask him whether or not it was necessary to have a 
search warrant or an arrest warrant? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Did the thought enter your mind at all? A. No, it did not. 

Q. Now, sir, did Paul tell you to push the door down and he 
would help you while you had this conversation just prior to breaking 

276 the door in? A. No, he did not. 

Q. Did Paul tell you to break it in alone? A. No, he did not. 

Q. What was the exact conversation about going in after her? 
A. When I observed this person at the door to be Estelle Murphy, I 
decided to push the door in and Paul came to assist me. 

* * * * * 
278 Q. Didn't you know he then went there to look for marked 


money? A. We went there to -- there was supposed to be marked 


money in the house. 

Q. Now, sir, would you answer my question. You went there 
to look for the marked money that was supposed to be there, didn't 
you? A. I didn't go to look for the marked money. 

Q. But the purpose of the raid was to find the marked money 


that was supposed to be there, isn't that true? 
MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I object. He has answered the question. 
THE COURT: Do you know whether or not that was the purpose? 
THE WITNESS: I don't know what the purpose was for us going 
there. 
279 BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q. But you knew there was discussion of marked money in the 


house? A. There was a discussion of marked money and also of nar- 
cotics in the house. 

Q. And the ultraviolet ray light was brought in to find the marked 
money, isn't that true? A. They didn't discuss that with me. 

Q. Well, you were told it would show phosphorescent on the 
marked money, weren't you? A. I was not told that. 

Q. Did you assume that? A. I did not assume that. 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I object. 

THE COURT: I will sustain the objection. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, sir, was there any particular emergency that night 
at 11:30 or 11:45 on the porch of 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest, that 
caused you to break the door in? A. Yes, there was. 

Q. What was it, sir. A. I had reason to believe that a felony 
had been committed in the house. 

Q. What was the felony? A. Sale of narcotics. 

280 Q. From whom to whom? A. Sale of narcotics from Estelle 

Murphy to a special employee of the Narcotics Squad. 

Q. From Estelle Murphy to Leoris Raimondi? A. I didn't hear 


you. 
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Q. You had reason to believe there was a sale of narcotics be- 
tween Estelle Murphy and Leoris Raimondi? A. I don't know what 
the name is, sir. 

Q. Was it between Estelle Murphy and Gloria Morton? A. It 
was Estelle Murphy and to my knowledge a special employee of the 
Narcotics Squad. 

Q. Who told you that? A. I was not told that by anyone. I was 
in the group that discussed it. 

Q. All right, now, who discussed it? A. Detective Paul, Did- 
one, Panetta, and Bonaparte, Goodrum and Ernst, and myself. 

Q. Everybody discussed the fact that a felony had recently been 
committed at 2007 Klingle Road? A. No, not the fact that a felony, 
but discussed the case generally. 

Q. Was there also a discussion of the marked money? A. There 
was a discussion that narcotics had been purchased with marked money. 

Q. That is why the ultraviolet light was brought to 2007 Klingle 
Road? A. I don't know why the light was brought. 

281 Q. Do you know of any discussion of looking for the marked 
money there? A. There was no discussion of looking for it, but 
there was a discussion that there was a possibility that it was in the 
house. 

Q. And once you got in there you were to find it? A. I don't 
recall anyone saying that. 

Q. Was there any discussion that Estelle Murphy had narcotics 
in her silk stocking, was there any discussion such as that among you 
people prior to breaking in? A. No. 

Q. No discussion that anybody in your circle discussing the 


necessitous circumstances of the case had any knowledge that there 


was any narcotics at 2007 Klingle Road? A. No. 

Q. You had no personal knowledge? A. I did not have any 
personal knowledge. 

Q. All that was discussed was that Leoris Raimondi, a narcotics 
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addict, said that Gloria Morton, another narcotics addict, told her that 
Gloria Morton got narcotics at 2007 Klingle Road, isn’t that all that was 
discussed? A. I didn't understand that, sir. 

Q. All right, sir, will you tell us what necessitous circumstances 
were, sir, that precluded you from obtaining a search warrant or an 

282 arrest warrant prior to you breaking down the door at 2007 Klingle 

Road? Will you tell us what the necessitous circumstances were that 
precluded you from obtaining a search warrant or an arrest warrant 
just prior to breaking in and beating down the door at 2007 Klingle Road 
at 11:30 or 11:45 at night on the night of April 24th, 1959? A. I went 
to the premise looking for Estelle Murphy and when she ran away from 
the door I didn't feel we would have time to come back. 

Q. Because she might escape, is that true? A. There was that 
possibility. 

Q. Even though at that very moment there were police officers 
entirely surrounding the house, isn't that true? A. I don't know. 

Q. Officers detailed to the back yard, isn't that true? A. I 
don't know whether they were detailed to the back yard or not. 


Q. How many officers were at the scene just by number? Eight 


or nine, I will help you out. A. I don't know the exact number. 

Q. Take a moment to think about it. A. Seven, no, Iam sorry, 
eight. 

Q. Notwithstanding the fact that you knew then and there that 
there eight officers at the premise, you still felt she might escape? 

283 A. I felt that this was a possibility. 

Q. Now, tell us what were the necessitous circumstances that 
caused you to think she might escape and in what fashion? A. I didn’t 
think what fashion she might escape. I thought about the possibility 
that she may get away. 

Q. Did you think she might run up to the roof? 

THE COURT: He said he didn't know. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 
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Q. Did you think perhaps she would break through seven or 
eight police officers in the front? A. There is always that possibility. 
Q. You didn't really believe that, did you, sir? One woman 
against seven or eight men with guns, you could not believe that, could 
you ? 
THE COURT: Answer the question. You couldn't believe that 
she could escape with seven or eight officers. 
THE WITNESS: I felt she could escape before we had a chance 
to get back with a search warrant. 
* * * 
286 BY MR. LEVINE: 
What did you say? A. I told her it was Police. 
What else did you say? A. Open the door. 
That is all you said? A. That is all I said. 
You didn't tell her ''This is the Police and we are here to 


arrest you, Estelle Murphy, for a narcotics violation," did you? A. 
No. 


Q. So, you didn't tell her the notice of your authority or purpose 
of your visit, did you? A. Itold her -- 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I don't think he has to yell at the witness. 

THE COURT: The question is very simple. He said "Police, 
open the door, "' and that is all he said. 

MR. LEVINE: I asked if he told her the purpose of his visit and 
he refuses to tell me the answer. 

THE COURT: All he said is ''Police, open the door." So from 
that he did not tell her the purpose of his visit. 

MR. LEVINE: That is what I wanted in the record, sir. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, the real purpose of breaking down that door, sir, was 
to search for marked money, was it not? A. It was not. 

287 Q. The real purpose then was to search for some contraband 


narcotics? A. It was not. 
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Q. What was the real purpose, sir, for breaking down that door? 
A. To arrest Estelle Murphy. That was my purpose. 

Q. Did you mention to Officer Paul that you wanted to go down and 
get an arrest warrant? Did you mention to Officer Paul or Didone that 
you wanted to go down and get an arrest warrant? A. No. 

Q. Did you in your own mind think it was necessary? A. No, 

I did not. 

Q. Had you ever broken down a door before in the middle of the 
night or without an arrest or search warrant? A. Well -- 

MR, MC LAUGHLIN: I object. 

THE COURT: I will sustain the objection. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, sir, who operated the ultraviolet ray light in the house, 
if you know? A. I don't know. 

Q. You don't know who brought it into the house? A. I told you 
I thought Officer Longo brought it in but I am not sure of that. 

288 Q. Were you on the second floor in the presence of other officers 
while they searched Miss Murphy and Mr. Williams? A. I was inthe 
room, in the front room part of the time and in the bathroom. 

Q. And during any part of that time did you see the ultraviolet 


ray light worked or plugged in? A. No, I did not. 


Q. Now, when you testified that you saw Mr. Williams in the 
bathroom when you broke in to arrest Miss Murphy, you had no knowl- 
edge that Mr. Williams was there, did you? A. No, I didn't. 

Q. So, you went up to the second floor and the bathroom door 
was open six or seven inches, is that correct? A. Approximately that 
many. 

Q. If there was anybody in the bathroom other than the fact that 
you heard some noise there, you did not know who it was? A. No, I 
did not. 

Q. But you opened the door and looked in? A. I heard someone 
rattling the commode handle. 
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Q. Was this in the process of effecting your attempt to arrest 
Mrs. Murphy? A. No, it was not. 

Q. How do you explain that you searched the bathroom? A. That 
I searched the bathroom? 

239 Q. Yes, or even looked in the bathroom or opened the door and 
looked in? 

THE COURT: He said he heard someone rattling the commode 
handle. 

MR. LEVINE: He says he opened it and he went there to arrest 
Estelle Murphy. He caught Estelle Murphy and now he broke into the 
bathroom. 

THE COURT: I don't think the other door was broken into. 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: He said he pushed the bathroom door open 
and it was closed except for six or seven inches. 

THE COURT: That is not breaking the door in. He heard some- 
one rattling the commode handle in the bathroom as if to flush a toilet 
and there were narcotics in the house. 

MR. LEVINE: He didn't know there were narcotics in the house. 

THE COURT: He had probable cause to go in there. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, Officer, when you heard the toilet flushing, did you 
have any concept that anything was there or evil was taking place? A. 
I didn't hear the toilet flush. 

Q. You heard a commode handle rattle? A. Yes, sir. 


Q. That is, you heard a sound coming from the bathroom? A. 


290 Yes, when you are in a place that is suspected of having narcotics 


in it. 
* * * * * 
291 Q. Did you look in the shower to see if there was any contra- 
band items there? A. No. 
Q. But you looked in the toilet bowl? A. Yes, I did. 
* * * * * 
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Washington, D. C. 
September 16, 1959 


BEFORE HONORABLE EDWARD M. CURRAN, United States 
District Judge, Proceedings. 

APPEARANCES: 

(As heretofore noted. ) 
* * * 

296 VIRGIL J. HOOD 
resumed the stand and having been previously duly sworn, testified 
further as follows: 

CROSS-EXAMINATION 
* * * * 

BY MR. BENTON: 

299 Q. Well, tell me this; what officer did you know was directing 
the operation? A. Detectives Paul and Didone were the officers in 
charge of the operation. 

Q. Well, do you normally work withthem? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. Ordinarily you work with them, isn't that right? A. I work 
with the Narcotics Squad and they are members of the Squad. 

Q. They are not your regular partners -- you usually have a 
partner when you work? A. We work together. There are partners 
assigned but we often work with other men in the Squad. 

Q. You were expressly selected for this particular case, were 
you not? A. It was my tour of duty. 

Q. What time did your tour of duty begin on that particular day? 

300 A. Six o'clock p.m. 

Q. At the time you reported for work, were you advised what 
you were going to do that day? Did you know at 6:00 p.m. that you were 
going to be working with Officer Didone? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Now, if I may direct your attention again to the premise 
2007 Klingle Road, I believe the record will show that you approached 


the premises, went up the steps and approached the door, is that right ? 


A. That is correct. 
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Q. You were accompanied by Officer Goodrum, is that correct? 
A. That is correct. 

Q. Now, you were particularly selected to perform that particu- 
lar role, were you not? A. Not particularly. 

Q. You were designated, were you not? A. Yes, I was desig- 
nated. 

Q. Who designated you to do that? A. Inthe discussion that we 
had it was discussed as to who would go to the door and I volunteered. 

Q. Allright. Now, was Officer Goodrum present at the time 
you volunterred? A. Yes, I think she was. 

Q. Did she also volunteer? A. I think she was suggested to 
go along with me by Detective Paul. 

* * * * * 
303 Q. You are quite sure of that? A. To the best of my knowledge. 

Q. You are not absolutely sure of that, are you? A. Iam not 

absolutely sure where the shower is. 


Q. Asa matter of fact you also stated that at the time you en- 
tered the bathroom the curtain was drawn and a little girl was taking 
a shower. You are sure of that? A. She was standing in the bathrub. 
I believe she was taking a shower. I did not see water running. 

Q. You did not see any curtains drawn either, did you? A. She 
had something pulled across the front of her. 


Q. Now, you went up the stairway, I believe you stated earlier 
and the bathroom door was open six or seven inches. Do you recall 
making that statement? A. Approximately that amount of inches. 

Q. Allright. Now, would you have this jury believe that with 
the bathroom door upen six or seven inches you could see the defendant 
seated on the commode? What did you see, the feet, hands, or what 
did you see? A. I didn't say that Isaw him. I looked in there and he 
was seated on the commode. I told you that the door was approximately 
six inches open and observed the Defendant Williams seated on the 
commode fully dressed. 


* * 
305 BY MR. BENTON: 

Q. Well, now, there came a time when you remained in the bath- 
room for a while while Williams was moved into the front room? A. 

I left the bathroom right behind Williams and Detective Paul. 

Q. But they didn't -- they left ahead of you? A. When Detec- 
tive Paul told Williams to get up off the stool, he hesitated momentarily 
and after a while Paul assisted him. 

Q. And took him to the front room? A. No. 

Q. He didn't escort him into the front bedroom, is that right ? 

A. Yes, he did later on. 

Q. And you remained behind in the bathroom, is that right? A. 
I did not. 

Q. You mean you went right in the front room at the same time 
with Paul and Williams? A. I walked into the front room from the 
bathroom shortly behind Paul. 

Q. You were behind him, but you did not go directly at the 
same time, did you? 

Now, tell me this, while you were in the bathroom, after 

306 Williams had been arrested, did you have occasion to examine 
that commode? A. I examined the commode after Williams was ar- 
rested. 

Q. Now, we have had testimony to the effect that Williams tried 
to flush the commode, did you observe what mechanism was used to 
flush that commode, could it be flushed? A. The commode could not 
be flushed, because the handle was missing. 

Q. There was no handle at all, is that right? A. It is a shaft. 


The handle is a shaft that leads from the inside of the commode, 
* * * * * 


308 Q. When you broke into the place, when you went in there, 


what were you looking for? A. When I entered the place, I went in 
after Estelle Murphy. 
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Q. What did you want her for? A. Because I had reason to 
believe that she had committed a felony. 

Q. What was your reason? A. I don't understand your question. 

Q. You had a reason to believe. What was the reason? A. I 
had reason to believe that she had sold narcotics. 

Q. And you believed that you would find evidence there to cor- 
roborate your belief, is that right? A. Yes. 

Q. What was that? A. I thought there was evidence in the 
house. 

Q. What was that evidence, marked money, wasn't it? A. Nar- 
cotics. 

Q. And marked money? A. Possibly the marked money. 

Q. Now, Officer Hood, what really -- it really was not neces- 
sary for you to break that door, was it, because when you flashed your 
identification card before the window the person turned around and 
looked and ran up the stairs, is that correct? A. That is correct. 

309 Q. So that did not appear to be anything out of the ordinary, did 
it? Anybody is subject to do that with a stranger standing before the 
door? A. As far as I was concerned it was not ordinary. 

Q. Now, as far as you knew, the defendant did not know that the 
money on the premises was marked, did she? A. As far as I knew? 

Q. Yes. A. No, not as far as I knew. 

Q. And as far as you knew, neither Defendant Williams nor 
Defendant Murphy knew anything about what transpired before you 
came to that place? As far as you knew they knew nothing about it? 
A. No. 

Q. And so far as you knew, even if there had been a sale made, 


there was nothing so far as these defendants were concerned, that 


would place them on notice or make them suspicious? There was no 


reason for them to believe -- 
* * * * * 


312 Q. Asa result of this conversation or discussion, if you please, 
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what did you understand your duties to be? A. As a result of the dis- 


cussion I went to 2007 Klingle Road. 

THE COURT: Were you supposed to break in if you couldn't get 
in to make the arrest? 

THE WITNESS: That was not discussed. 

THE COURT: Who decided that you were to break in and make 
the arrest? 

313 THE WITNESS: When I went to the door, and I went there looking 
for Estelle Murphy, when I got to the door and knocked there was no 
answer for some time and then a shadow appeared coming down the steps 
and I waited until they got to the door. The woman got to the door and 
I could tell from the shadow it was a woman, and when she got to the 
door she asked, "Who do you want?" I said, "Estelle Murphy." 

At that time she told me that Estelle Murphy was not at home, 
and she -- I said, "It's the police, " and she came and pulled a little 
curtain at the front door and pulled the curtain back at that time. 

I observed the person who the shadow was to be as Estelle Mur- 
phy and she appeared to be reading my identification. After she read 
this identification she ran towards the steps. At that time I took my 
shoulder to the door and I called to Detective Paul and he assisted me 
in pushing the door in. 

THE COURT: You didn't get any instructions that you were to 
break in at all from anybody? 

THE WITNESS: No, I did not. 

THE COURT: You did that on your own? 

THE WITNESS: That is correct, sir. 

BY MR. BENTON: 

Q. Tell me this, Officer Hood, at the time you had some of 
these discussions, you said you were gaing to 2007 Klingle Road and 

314 you were going after Estelle Murphy, is that right? A. That 
is right. 

Q. Now tell me, sir, was it ever explained to you -- was it 
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ever discussed how you proposed to effect the arrest of Estelle Mur- 


phy? She was in her house and how did you propose to arrest her? A. 


Just to go into the house and arrest her. 

Q. You were going to break into the house if necessary, is that 
right? A. Well, I did push the door in. 

Q. You planned to push the door down before that, hadn't you? 
A. No, I did not. 

Q. What did you plan to do -- you were planning to arrest her, 
didn't you? A. Yes, I did. I felt that -- when I displayed my identi- 
fication and told Estelle Murphy I was the police -- she would open 
the door. 

Q. Well now, tell me this; you had no prior discussion as to 
what you were going to do if she failed to open the door, is that right? 
A. No, I did not have any discussion to that effect. 

Q. So that was not decided -- I mean , the plans did not go that 
far as to what actually would be -- what would be done if nobody re- 

315 sponded, that is, if nobody opened the door? A. That was not 
discussed, sir. 

Q. Now, you did not at any time know anything about the defend- 
ant Williams, did you, prior to the time you saw him in the house? A. 
No, I didn't. 

Q. You were not actually looking for him, were you? A. No, I 
was not. 

Q. Asa matter of fact, when you went to that back room, you 
were surprised to see somebody in there, weren't you? A. No, I 
was not. 

Q. Asa matter of fact, you didn't hear any rattling noise in the 
bathroom, did you? A. I told you I heard a rattling noise in the 
bathroom, sir. 

Q. And you also told me that the commode was flushed by a 
lever, is that right? A. I did not say that the commode was flushed, 


sir. 
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Q. Asa matter of fact, officer, doesn't that commode operate 
by a chain? Didn't you see a chain in there? A. I did not see a chain. 

Q. You didn't see one at all? A. No, I didn't. 

316 Q. Therefore you don't know whether it was there or not or 
whether it was -- 

THE COURT: He said he did not see one. 

BY MR. BENTON: 

Q. Now, you actually were going there to arrest Estelle Murphy, 
and you also wanted to get certain evidence. 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: Hasn't he been all over this? 

THE COURT: You wanted to get Estelle Murphy and other 
evidence? 

THE WITNESS: I went there to get Estelle Murphy. 

BY MR. BENTON: 

Q. You also were looking for some evidence, weren't you? 

A. I was not looking for any other evidence. 

Q. Weren't some of the other officers looking for evidence; 
didn't you discuss that in your briefing? A. I don’t know. 

Q. Didn't you have a discussion with them? A. We did havea 
discussion. 

Q. Did they discuss the fact that there was supposed to be 
marked money on the premises? A. They did not discuss that with 
me. 

Q. In other words, you would have this jury believe, and the 


Court believe, that at the time you went up to the door and rang the 
317 bell at 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest, that you did not know, or 
had no reason to believe, there was any marked money in that house, 
is that right? A. That is not correct. 
Q. Then you did believe there was money in the house? A. 


Yes, I felt that there was a possibility that marked money could be 
in the house. 


Q. You knew that because somebody told you previously, advised 
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you to that effect? A. We had talked about the case. I told you that 
I was not advised directly about marked money in the premises. 

Q. But you learned as a result of your discussion with the 
various officers that there was, did you not? A. It was not told to 
me but I felt marked money was in the premises, because that is the 
general procedure. 

Q. And you also -- I beg your pardon. 

As a result of your discussions and understanding, you were 
supposed to go in there and try to retrieve marked money? A. No. 
To arrest Estelle Murphy. I was not supposed to retrieve any marked 
money, sir. Asa matter of fact, I didn't look for any marked money. 

Q. Tell me this, Officer Hood, during the time you had these 
various discussions, didn't you hear some talk about the ultraviolet 
light or whatever type of light it was that they used? A. No, I did 
not. 

Q. You knew they carried a light along with them? A. Yes, I 
did see one. 

Q. And you knew what it was usually used for? A. Yes, Iam 
familiar with that. 

Q. Well then, you had a reason to believe there was marked 
money in the house? A. I had reason to believe. 

Q. And you knew if you were not looking for money some of 
the other officers were there for that purpose? A. I knewI was not 
looking for it. 

Q. All you wanted was Estelle Murphy? A. As a result of 
the discussion, that is what I was looking for, Estelle Murphy. 

Q. You just wanted Estelle Murphy? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, tell me this: weren't they supposed to look for some 
other evidence, other marked money or narcotics? A. No, I was 
not told to look for any narcotics. 

Q. So, therefore, since you got Estelle Murphy it was not 


necessary for you to bother waiting, since you were not looking for 
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narcotics. Why did you bother waiting? A. I did not say I was not 
319 looking. I said I was not told to look. 

Q. You said you were not supposed to look for anything but 
Estelle Murphy. A. I said I went to the premises for Estelle Murphy. 

Q. And you were not there to look for any narcotics? A. I 
was told to look for Estelle Murphy, not narcotics. 

Q. You had no reason to suspect that there were any narcotics 
on the premises, did you? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. When did you suspect that narcotics might be on the prem- 
ises? A. I suspected that the narcotics might be on the premises 
after I entered. 

Q. And you also suspected that before you entered it, did you 
not? A. Yes, I did suspect that. 

Q. Just like you knew the marked money was supposed to be on 
the premises, isn't that right? A. I did not know about the marked 
money being on the premises. I had no reason to believe there was 
marked money. 

Q. You had reason to believe there was narcotics on the prem- 
ises? A. Yes, 


320 Q. You were going there after Estelle Murphy and also going to 
look for marked money and narcotics, isn't that right? A. No, I was 


not there to look for marked money. 

Q. You were there to look for the narcotics, were you not? A. 
I went to the premises -- I felt there was some narcotics in the 
premises and that I would see them. 

Q. You were going to be looking out for it, were you not? A. 
Sure, I would look for it. 

MR. BENTON: Will the Court indulge me for just a moment, 
please? 

I have no further questions. 

REDIRECT -EXAMINATION 
BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 
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Q. Prior to April 24th, prior to going to those premises, did 


you know Estelle Murphy by sight, when you saw her? A. Yes, I did. 


Q. So that when she came to the door on that particular day, 
April 24th, when you saw her at that time, you recognized her as 
being Estelle Murphy, is that right? A. Yes. 

321 Q. Now, my friend here is talking about the noise in the bath- 
room. Now, from your experience as a member of the Metropolitan 
Police Department and assigned to the Narcotics Squad, have you had 
experienced in raids where the bathroom was used? 

MR. LEVINE: I object. 

THE COURT: I don't know what the question is yet. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I have. 

THE COURT: Overruled. 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. For what purpose, officer? 

MR. LEVINE: We object. That has nothing to do with this case. 

THE WITNESS: Narcotics are generally concealed in the bath- 
room. 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. Is there any particular significance as far as the commode 
is concerned? A. Yes. It has been my experience that the first thing 
an addict or a peddler does is run to the bathroom and try to flush the 
evidence down the commode. 

Q. And that is your reason for going to the bathroom when you 


heard the noise? A. That is right, sir. 
* * * 
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323 JOHN H. BONAPARTE 
was called as a witness being duly sworn, was examined and testified 
as follows: 
324 DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 
Now, Officer, your full name is what? A. John H. Bona- 


You are a member of the Metropolitan Police Department? 
And assigned to the Narcotics Squad, is that right? A. I 


Were you so assigned on April 24th, 1959? A. I was. 

Q. Now, calling your attention to that particular date of April 
24th, 1959, do you recall being in the vicinity of 2007 Klingle Road, 
Northwest, in the District of Columbia? A. Yes, sir, I was. 

Q. And do you recall the approximate time that you were there? 


A. It was approximately -- I arrived there approximately 9:55 or 
10:00. 
Q. And when you were in that particular section, had you rez 


ceived certain orders from the officers in charge of that detail? A. 
Yes, sir, I had. 

Q. And as a result of those orders, received by you, what did 
you do during your time there? A. I remained near the premises at 
2007 Klingle Road and made observations on the premises. 

325 Q. And do you recall whether that was after Gloria Morton had 
left the premises? 

MR. LEVINE: I object. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. Now, when you were left there to make observations at those 
premises, were there anyone with you? A. When I left there? 

Q. Yes. A. No, sir, I stayed there alone. 
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Q. And you stayed there until what time? A. Until approxi- 
mately 11:30. 

Q. Now, during that period of -- at 11:30 did you see anyone 
else in the immediate vicinity of those premises? A. At 11:30 
several officers came back and met me there, approximately 11:30. 

Q. And do you remember the names of some of those officers? 
A. Longo, Officer Didone, Officer Paul, Officer Hood, and Officer 
Ernst, . 

Q. And during your observations there until the officers came 
back at that time, did you see anyone enter or leave those premises at 
2007 Klingle Road? A. While I was there I sawGloria Morton leave 
shortly after I arrived there. I did not see anyone else. 

326 Q. Did you not see anyone else arrive or leave or enter those 
premises after Gloria Morton left? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Was that up until the time the officers returned? A. Yes, 
sir, it was. 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: That is all. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, Officer, when you were sent to 2007 Klingle Road, 
Northwest, around 9:55, what instructions were given and by whom? 
A. I was to make observations to see if anyone entered the premises 
or left the premises at 2007 Klingle Road. 

Q. Who told you to do that? A. I believe it was Officer Didone, 
I am not sure. 

Q. And were you also told not to let Estelle Murphy get away? 
A. No, sir, I was not. 

Q. So, if she walked out of the front door you were not told to 
stop her? A. I was told to make observations. 


Q. You would not have stopped her and arrested her, would 


you? A. No, sir, I would not. 
Q. Now, between 9:55 and 11:30, did anyone discuss with you 
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327 whether or not they would get a search or an arrest warrant for 
the house at 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest? 
MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I object to this, your Honor. 
THE COURT: The fact is that they didn't get one. 
MR. LEVINE: Well, I happen to know, your Honor, that -- 
MR. MC LAUGHLIN: Why doesn't he take the stand? 
THE COURT: Did anyone discuss with you the question of getting 


a warrant ? 
THE WITNESS: No, sir. 
BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q. Did you discuss that with any officer or officers? A. No, 


sir. 

Q. Did you give it any consideration? A. No, sir. 

Q. Now, at 9:55 did you know there was going to be a raid on 
that house at that time? A. No, sir, I did not. 

Q. When did you first discover that there was going to be a raid 
on that house that night? A. Well, -- 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I am going to object to this. 

THE COURT: I will let him answer. When did you first dis- 
cover they were going to break into the house? 

THE WITNESS: Approximately 11:30 when they returned to 
Klingle Road where they met me. 

328 BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. How did you come to this realization or what did you hear or 
what transpired that there was going to be a raid and break-in the 
house? A. I was told to cover the rear of the premises. 

Q. So that no one could run out the back door? A. That is cor- 
rect. 

Q. Did you then gotothe rear? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. And so when you were told to cover the rear you were then 
told they were going to break into the house? A. I don't know whether 


they said they were going to break in or not. 
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Q. Was anyone else sent to the rear or to any other exit when 
you were sent tothe rear? A. Officer Ernst and Officer Panetta 
were sent to the rear. 

Q. Three officers went tothe rear? A. Yes. 

Q. Were you carrying your gun? A. I always carry my revolver 
in the District of Columbia except when I am in my home. 

Q. Were you carrying your gun that night? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, I ask you, did you have your gun that night at that 

house in that yard, yes or no? 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: Now, just a minute. 

THE COURT: He answered your question. 

MR. LEVINE: He didn't answer my question. He avoided it by 
saying I always carry my gun. 

THE COURT: Did you have your gun with you? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I did. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Did you pull it out of your pocket? A. No, sir, I did not. 

Q. It was in your holster all of the time that evening? A. That 


is correct. 


Q. Did Officer Panetta have a gun in view, if you know? A. No, | 


sir, I did not see his gun. 

Q. And Officer Ernst did not bring his gun into view either? 
A. No, sir. 

Q. What position did you take in reference to the exit? A. I 
remained outside of the gate in the rear of the premises. 

Q. And Officer Panetta? A. We all stood in the alley behind the 
premises. 

Q. Now, were any other officers sent to any other exits of the 
house, if you know? A. I know several officers went to the front but 
I don't know who and what. 

330 Q. You say three went to the rear and several went to the front? 
A. That is right. 
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Q. And during the course of knocking on the door, did you hear 


any of the officers? A. No, sir, I did not. 
Q. Now, was it quiet or noisy in that vicinity at about 11:30 at 


night on April 24th, 1959? A. It was average. It is a residential 
neighborhood, I don't know whether it was loud or quiet. 

Q. Did you hear anyone holler the words Police? A. I did not 
hear anything. 

Q. No hollering of the word Police? A. I said I didn't hear 
anything. 

Q. Now, did you hear the door being knocked in? A. No, sir, 
I didn't. 

Q. You didn't hear the door being smashed in at all? A. No, 


Q. Did anyone call you and ask you to come around the front ? 
A. No, sir, no one. 

Q. Did either Officer Panetta or Officer Ernst go to the front? 
A. No, sir. 

331 Q. During the entire time they stayed in the rear yard with you? 
A. They stayed in the rear alley with me. 

Q. And when did you leave the rear alley? A. When Officer 
Longo came to the rear door and told us to come back there. 

Q. Now, did you enter the house? A. Yes, sir, I did. 

Q. And when you did, did you see the ultraviolet light? A. No, 
sir, I did not. 

Q. Now, at 11:30 when the officers came to the house, did they 
discuss with you the strategy or tactics they were going to use to gain 
admission to the house? A. They told me to go to the rear of the 
premises. 

Q. Did they tell you they were there to look for some evidence? 
A. There was some discussion as to the marked money being followed 
into the premises. 

Q. And you understood they were going to look for that marked 
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money in that house if they got in, isn't that true? A. I was sent to 
the rear. I was not there while they discussed the case. 
Q. Is some -- your Honor, what is this by the District Attor- 
ney? This is a very serious case. 
THE COURT: Let's have no more laughing. Proceed. 


* * * * * 


333 Q. Let's see those notes that you made of your observations 


that night. A. I don't have any notebook with me. 

Q. Where is the notebook that you usually keep the observations 
in? A. I did not say there was a notebook, but I usually make notes. 

THE COURT: Did you make it on this night? 

THE WITNESS: I don't remember, sir. 

BY MR, LEVINE: 

Q. Now, sir, is it not a fact that a taxicab came to that house 
about 10:30 and brought some dinners from some restaurant? A. I 
did not see anyone enter or leave the premises. 

Q. Isn't it true that a small boy left the house about 10:00? A. 
I said I did not see anyone enter or leave the premises. 

Q. Were you watching the front of the premises all of the time ? 
A. Yes. 

Q. If you were watching the front of the premises, could you 
see the rear of the premises? A. I could not see the rear door. 

Q. Well, in other words, if Gloria Morton went in the front 
door and walked out the rear door and had gone three houses down the 
street and done whatever she wanted to do there and then came back 

334 to the rear door and left through the front door, you would not 
know anything about it? A. She left through the front door. 

Q. You would have no knowledge of what transpired at the back 
door, isn't that true? 

THE COURT: I don't see how he could. 

MR. LEVINE: All he has to do is say so. 

THE COURT: He said he was in the front. He didn't see the 
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MR. LEVINE: Nothing further, your Honor. 

BY MR. BENTON: 

Q. Officer Bonaparte, what time on April 24th, 1959, did your 
tour of duty begin? A. Eight o'clock. 

Q. Eight o'clock in the evening? A. In the morning. 

Q. What time does it normally end? A. It normally ends at 
four. 

Q. So you worked overtime on the 24th, is that right? A. We 
put in quite a bit of overtime. 


Q. When did you learn that you were going to be required to work 


overtime that evening? When did you first get the request rather -- 
you don't have to work overtime if you don't want to? A. We were 
requested to work and we have to work. 

* * ae * * 

340 Q. Now, sir, you were told to make the observations -- were 
you told how they should be made and from what point they should be 
made or was that left to your discretion? A. It was left to my dis- 
cretion. 

Q. Now, sir, what time would you say it was that you received 
those instructions or observed that place, kept it under observation, 
what time would you say that was, if you know? A. Shortly before 
10:00 o'clock. 

Q. And you proceeded immediately to execute those instruc- 
tions, is that correct? A. That is correct. 

Q. Now, sir, tell me this, where in relation to the entrance of 
2007 Klingle Road, Northwest, did you station yourself? A. I stood 
on the corner of Park Road, it comes into Klingle Road, where I could 
observe the front of the premises and the alley leading to the rear of 
the premises. 

Q. You had both parts under observation, the front of 2007 
Klingle Road, Northwest, and also the alley leading from the rear 
of the same address? A. That is correct. 
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Q. And during that time -- how long, if you know, did you have 
those premises under observation? A. Approximately an hour and 
a half. 

* 
342 DAVID PAUL 
was called as a witness, being duly sworn, was examined and testi- 
fied as follows: 
DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. Officer, your full name is what? A. David Paul. 

Q. You are a member of the Metropolitan Police Department ? 
A. Iam, sir. 

Q. Are you assigned to any particular detail or squad? A. 
Yes, sir, Narcotics Squad. 

Q. Were you so assigned on April 24th, 1959? A. I was, sir. 

Q. Now, calling your attention to that date, April 24th, 1959, 
did you have occasion to see a person identified to you as Leoris 
Raimondi? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. When did you first see her? A. On the morning of April 
24th, approximately at 8:30 a.m. 

Q. Do you recall where that was? A. Yes, sir, at 1420 N 
Street, Northwest. 

Q. And when you saw her in those premises, what did you do 

343 to her or with her at that time? A. She was taken with us to 

the Office of the Narcotics Squad. 

Q. And did you remain with her at the Office of the Narcotics 
Squad? A. Yes, sir, I did. 

Q. How long did you remain there with her? A. It was not too 


long a period of time. I would say probably a half hour or so. I had 


certain conversations with her. 
Q. Now, after that conversation, did you remain there? A. 


Did I remain at the Office of Narcotics Squad? 
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Q. Yes. A. She was then transported to the Women's Bureau. 

Q. And did you see her again after she was transported to the 
Women's Bureau? A. Yes, sir, I did. 

Q. Approximately what time would you say that was? A. That 
would be around 3:00 p.m. on the 24th. 

Q. And how long during the time she was in the Women's 
Bureau, were you in her presence or her company at that time? A. 
You mean during the entire time? 

Q. After you arrived at the Women's Bureau and you say you 
saw her there. A. Yes, I was with her and we talked. 

344 Q. How long did you remain in her presence at that time? A. 
I would say thirty or forty-five minutes. 

Q. Now, did there come a time when you saw her again later 
that evening? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Approximately what time was that? A. That would be about 
8:30 p.m. that evening. 

Q. All right. Was anyone with you at the time you saw her 
about 8:30 p.m.? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Who was with you? A. That was Detective Didone, Longo, 
Panetta, Bonaparte, Hood, Ernst . and Officer Goodrum of the 
Women's Bureau. 

Q. Now, at that time you were where? A. At the Women's 
Bureau. 

Q. Now, I will show you Government's Exhibit marked for 
identification number 2 and ask you if you can identify that? A. Yes, 
sir, I can. 

Q. You identified Government's exhibit marked for identification 
number 2 as what? A. This is a money list which was prepared at the 
office of the Narcotics Squad prior to 8:30 p.m. on April 24th. The 
list was typed up' at the Office of the Narcotics Squad and it contains 


the serial numbers of ten $1. bills and one $5 dollar bill. My signa- 


ture also appears on the face of this money list. 
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345 Q. Now, what time would you say that you saw Government's 


Exhibit marked for identification Number 2 at Police Headquarters? 
A. It was being prepared about 8:00 p.m. on April 24th. 

Q. And when you say prepared, did you have occasion to check 
the serial numbers on the bills with that exhibit? A. Yes, I did. I 
did not type this serial -- I believe Detective Longo typed up the mon- 
ey list but I did check these serial numbers against the numbers he 
typed on this paper. 

Q. That was at Police Headquarters? A. Yes, at the Office 
of the Narcotics Squad, Police Headquarters. 

Q. Now, when did you leave the Women's Bureau after you saw 
Miss Raimondi there? I believe you said about 8:30. A. It was about 
8:30 when I first saw Miss Raimondi at the Women's Bureau. 

Q. Now, did you have occasion to leave the Women's Bureau 
after you saw her there? A. Yes, sir, I did. 

Q. All right. And who left the Women's Bureau with you? A. 
I left the Women's Bureau in company with Detective Longo, Panetta, 
Miss Goodrum and the -- with Leoris Raimondi. We left in Detective 
Panetta's private automobile. 

Q. Where did you go? A. We drove to Georgia and Park Road, 
Northwest. 

Q. All right. What happened there, if anything? A. At Geor- 
gia and Park Road, Miss Raimondi and Miss Goodrum left the auto- 

346 mobile and went to a phone booth which is at a gas station direct- 

ly on the corner. It was an outside phone booth and they remained in 
the phone booth for a short period of time and then returned to the 
auto. 

Q. When they returned to the auto, then what happened? A. 
After they returned to the auto, Detective Longo, who has custody of 
the money, removed the five-dollar bill and the ten one-dollar bills 
and handed the money to Miss Raimondi. The money list was opened 


and she checked the serial numbers of the money against the money 
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list and she ascertained that they were the same. She then signed the 
money list. Detective Longo signed the money list and I signed it. 
Detective Didone also signed the money list. 

Q. After Miss Raimondi received the money from Detective 
Longo, then where did you go or what did you do? A. After she re- 
ceived the money, $15., she then told us -- well, she was given one 
more dollar by Detective Longo. This other dollar was not marked. 
The serial number was not recorded of this other dollar. We then 
drove to the vicinity of 8th and Randolph Street, Northwest, midway 
between Quincy and Randolph where Detective Panetta parked his auto 
and Leoris Raimondi left the automobile. A short distance behind her 
Officer Goodrum left the automobile. They left at the same time but 
they made -- but she was a short distance behind Leoris Raimondi. 

347 Leoris Raimondi went south on 8th Street, across New Hamp- 
shire Avenue and disappeared into the 700 block of Quincy Street, 
Northwest. We then moved our car down on 8th Street, ‘south of 


Quincy about three or four car lengths south of Quincy, on 8th Street, 


where we remained. 

Q. Allright. How long did you remain in that position or lo- 
cation? A. Well, the officer and Leoris Raimondi left the automobile 
at approximately 9:37 p.m. We remained in that position until about 
9:45 p.m. I observed the subject known to me as Gloria Morton walk 
west on Quincy Street and across 8th Street and across New Hampshire 
Avenue. That was about 9:45 p.m. 

Q. Allright. Now, did anything happen to Gloria Morton while 
you had her under observation? A. Yes, sir. She walked to the 
corner of Georgia Avenue and Quincy Street, Northwest, and she 
crossed Georgia Avenue on the southwest corner of Georgia and Quin- 
cy and she stopped a southbound cab. She entered this cab. We pulled 
out from our spot and we followed a distance behind. 

Q. Where did you follow her to? A. We followed her to the 
2000 block of Klingle Road, Northwest, where we observed her leave 
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this cab and enter 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest, approximately at 
9:55 p.m. 

Q. Allright. Did you see her again after she entered those 

premises? A. Yes, sir, we took up a post of observation about a 

348 half a block away, not quite a half block away, but approximately 
at 10:30 p.m. we observed Gloria Morton leave the premises and as 
she left she walked to a bus stop and she entered this bus. 

Q. What did you do, if anything? A. We followed the bus for 
a short distance, three or four blocks and Gloria Morton was the sole 
occupant of the bus and she continued to look around and we were 
fearful that she would spot us so we discontinued following the bus. 

We then rode back to 7th and Quincy. We drove through the block 

and around the block which was a predetermined signal to the officers 
who we had left there, Detectives Didone, Hood and Ernst, that 
Gloria Morton had gone to 2007 Klingle Road, and that she was on the 
way back. We then parked in the 700 block of Quincy toward 7th Street, 
where we remained for a short period of time. 

Q. Did you see Gloria Morton after that? A. Yes, sir. Ap- 
proximately at 10:45 p.m. Detective Didone placed Gloria Morton 
under arrest at 7th and Quincy, a little bit south of Quincy. We then 
took Gloria Morton to the Women's Bureau in Detective Panetta's 
car. 

Q. When you say we, who do you mean? A. Myself, Detective 
Longo and Panetta and Miss Goodrum of the Women's Bureau. 

Q. When you arrived at the Women's Bureau with Gloria Morton 
what happened? A. Gloria Morton was taken to the second floor where 

349 Officer Goodrum searched her. Upon removing the stocking 
from Gloria Morton's left foot Officer Goodrum found a piece of paper 
which was opened. 

THE COURT: You didn't see this, did you? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir, I was there. 


She removed a piece of paper that was folded. This piece of 
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paper she turned over to Detective Longo immediately. The paper 
was opened and was found to contain white powder. As Officer Good- 
rum continued to search that stocking, a wad of tissue paper fell from 
the stocking. Detective Longo picked up this wad of tissue paper and 
it contained fourteen capsules, each of which contained a white pow- 
der. 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. Inow show you Government's Exhibit marked for identifica- 
tion number 1 and ask you, Officer, if you can identify that? A. Yes, 
sir. My initials appear there. 

Q. You identify the contents of this envelope as what? A. My 
initials also appear on the folded piece of white paper. This is the 
folded piece of paper that Officer Goodrum removed from the stocking 
of the left foot of Gloria Morton. My initials appear on the end of this 
tissue paper. This is the tissue paper that contained the fourteen 
capsules, the white powder, that Officer Longo removed after it fell 
from Gloria Morton's stocking. 

350 Q. And showing you Government's Exhibit marked for identifi- 


cation la, -- 


[Government's Exhibit 1 
& la was marked for 
identification. ] 


BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. Showing you Government's Exhibit marked for identification 
as la I will ask you if you can identify that? A. Yes, sir. My in- 
itials appear on the lower right hand corner of the envelope. 

Q. You identify Government's Exhibit marked for identification 
la as what? A. | This is the large manila envelope to which the 
smaller cream colored envelope containing the evidence was placed 
by Detective Longo. 

Q. In your presence? A. Yes, sir. He locked and sealed this 
envelope. 

Q. Now, after Officer Longo sealed this large envelope which 
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contains Government's Exhibit 1, what did he do with it? Who did he 
turn it over to rather? A. This was turned over to Doctor Butler, 
the United States chemist in my presence on April 28th. 

Q. Doctor Butler is the United States chemist? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, after Gloria Morton was placed under arrest by Did- 
one, I believe you said, in the Women's Bureau, did you remain at 
the Women's Bureau after the search of Miss Morton? A. No, we 

351 then -- after the search of Miss Morton we left the Women's 
Bureau after we recovered the evidence. 

Q. Where did you go? A. We then returned to the 700 block 
of Quincy Street, Northwest. WhenI say we returned it was Officer 
Goodrum, Detectives Panetta, Longo and myself, and when we ar- 
rived at the 700 block of Quincy Officer Goodrum left the automobile 
and went to 706 Quincy Street, Northwest. She returned to the auto- 


mobile in a few minutes with Leoris Raimondi. 
Q. Did you talk with Miss Raimondi at that time? A. Yes, sir, 


we did, in the automobile. 

Q. Now, after the conversation you had with Leoris Raimondi 
at that time, where did you go? What did you do? A. We then drove 
to Number 10 Precinct, where we left Miss Raimondi. 

Q. Did you remain at Number 10 Precinct after leaving Miss 
Raimondi there? A. No, we immediately left Number 10 Precinct. 

Q. And where did you go? A. We then drove to the vicinity 
of the 2000 block of Klingle Road, Northwest. 

Q. What time did you arrive there, Officer? A. I would say 
approximately 11:30. 

Q. When you arrived there, who did you see? A. When we 
arrived at Klingle Road, I saw Officer Bonaparte. 

352 Q. Anyone else there at that time? A. No, sir, he was by 
himself, sir. 

Q. How long did you remain in that immediate vicinity? A. 


In the vicinity of 2000 block of Klingle Road? 
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Q. Yes. A. No, sir, we all went towards 2007 Klingle Road. 

Q. You say when you went to 2007 Klingle Road, who did you 
say went with you? A. Myself, and I was in company with Detec- 
tives Longo, Didone and we went towards the front of the house. De- 
tective Hood and Miss Goodrum of the Women's Bureau went to the 
front door of the house and Detective Bonaparte, Panetta, and Ernst’ 
went to the rear of the house. 

Q. Now, when Officer Goodrum and Officer Hood went to the 
house, where were you? A. I first was on the sidewalk and then I 
moved up to the porch of the adjoining house which would be 2009 
Klingle Road. 

Q. And at the time you went to the porch of the adjoining house, 
where was Officer Hood and Miss Goodrum? A. They were at the 


front door of the premises of 2007 Klingle Road. 


Q. Now, while you are in that position, did you hear or were 
you able to hear either Officer Hood or Miss Goodrum say anything ? 
A. Yes, sir, I was. 

353 Q. What did you hear from the position that you were at? A. 
After a period of four or five minutes I heard Officer Hood ask for 
Estelle Murphy. Then I observed Officer Hood take his identification 
folder and place it to the glass in front of the door of the house and 
tell the person to open the door, that he was the Police. 

Q. And then what happened next? A. I next observed Officer 
Hood hit the door with his shoulder. I jumped the small rail between 
the porches and I assisted Officer Hood in forcing the door. 

Q. Just how did you force that door? A. We hit it with our 
shoulder and the door did not break. I think the latch just parted. 

Q. And then when that happened, did you enter the premises? 
A. Yes, sir, I did. 

Q. Who entered the premises first? A. I believe I was in 
there first. I past Officer Hood by. It was either Officer Hood or 
myself. 
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Q. When you went to the door of the premises, did you observe 
anything? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. What did you observe? A. I observed the defendant Estelle 
Murphy running up the stairs into the second floor. She was almost 
to the top of the steps. I observed in her hand that she was carrying 
an envelope or a piece of paper bag. 

354 Q. Allright. Did you place her under arrest at that time? A. 
Yes, sir, I caught up with her at the top of the steps where I placed 
her under arrest. 

Q. Now, I will show you Government's Exhibit marked for iden- 


tification number 5, I believe. 


[Government's Exhibit 
number 5 was marked 
for identification. | 


MR. LEVINE: May I see it a moment? 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. I show you Government's Exhibit marked for identification 
number 5, and ask you if you can identify that? A. Yes, sir, I can. 

Q. You identify Government's Exhibit marked for identification 
number 5 as what? 

MR. LEVINE: I have not seen this one. 

THE COURT: Was that exhibit referred to before? 

MR. LEVINE: May we approach the bench, your Honor. 

(At the bench:) 

MR. LEVINE: I would like to renew my motion and ask that 
this be dismissed and -- 

THE COURT: Overruled. 

(In open court:) 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. You identify it how? A. My writing -- my initials appear 

355 on the cream-colored envelope. My initials appear on this 

piece of bag. 

Q. And you identify Government's Exhibit Number 5 as what? 
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A. This is a piece of bag containing four hypodermic needles that the 
defendant had in her hand at the time of her arrest. 

Q. From your experience as a Narcotics officer, are these 
needles used in the narcotics traffic? 

MR. LEVINE: Objection. 

THE COURT: I will sustain the objection. The jury can see 
the needle. 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. Allright. After you placed the defendant under arrest and 


removed the needles from her hand, where did you go or what did you 


do? A. I then turned Defendant Murphy over to Detective Didone who 
arrived at that time and at that time I heard a noise coming from the 
bathroom which is right where -- almost approximately where the 
Defendant Murphy was placed under arrest at the top of the steps. 
Officer Hood opened the bathroom door which was slightly ajar and I 
followed Officer Hood into the bathroom. I observed the Defendant 
Williams seated on the commode which was closed. He had his hat 
on, top suit coat, tie and shirt. His hands were behind him, under 
the bowl part of the commode and moving rather furiously. 
356 MR. LEVINE: I object to the term furiously. 

THE COURT: Show us how they were moving? 

THE WITNESS: Moving back and forth rapidly. I observed the 
young girl standing in the bathrub to the left side of the bathroom. 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. How long -- how old would you say that girl was? A. About 
twelve years old. She was wearing a top part of a nightgown or nightie. 

Q. All right, go ahead and tell us what else. A. I placed the 
Defendant Williams under arrest and removed him from the commode. 
Officer Hood picked up the lid of the commode and in the water were 
two cellaphane bags containing a white powder. I saw nothing else in 
the commode except the water and the two cellaphane bags. 

Q. Now, where or what did you do with Williams, the Defend- 
ant Williams? A. Williams was taken to the second floor front 
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bedroom where everyone else had gathered and Officer Hood removed 
these two cellaphane bags from the commode. He turned the cella- 
phane bags over to me in the front bedroom of 2007 Klingle Road, 
Northwest. 

Q. I show you Government's Exhibit marked for identification 
number 4, and ask you, Officer, if you can identify those? A. Yes, 

357 sir, I can, sir. 

Q. You identify Government's Exhibit marked for identification 
number 4 as what? A. This is the two cellaphane bags containing a 
white powder that Officer Hood removed from the commode on the 
second floor of the bathroom at 2007 Klingle Road, which we immedi- 
ately -- which he immediately turned over to me. 

Q. Did they have any Government stamps on them? A. No 
stamps of any kind. 


[Government's Exhibit 
number 4a was marked 
for identification. | 


BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 
Q. Showing you Government's Exhibit marked for identification 


number 4a, and I ask you if you can identify that? A. Yes, sir, I can. 
MR. LEVINE: May I see it for a moment? 
THE COURT: Yes. 
MR. MC LAUGHLIN: As I understand the rules of evidence and 


procedure, your Honor, those are not to be inspected until I offer 


them in evidence. 

THE COURT: If that is a rule, I never heard of it. He may ex- 
amine it. If you are going to ask the witness about any exhibit the 
other side:has-aright to see it. 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. Showing you Government's Exhibit marked for identification 

358 4a, Officer, I ask you if you can identify that? A. Yes, sir, I 
can, sir. 

Q. And you identify Government's Exhibit 4a as what? A. This 
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is the large manila envelope into which I placed the small manila en- 
velope. 
Q. That is Government's Exhibit 42 A. Yes, sir, which con- 
tained the two cellaphane bags and white powder. After I sealed 
Government Exhibit 4 and marked same, it was placed into this en- 


velope which was intact at that time, which I locked and sealed. 


Q. And who did you turn it over to? A. This was turned over 
to Doctor Butler, the United States chemist, on April 28th. 

THE COURT: By whom? 

THE WITNESS: Myself. 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. Now, Officer, after you removed the Defendant Williams 


from that bathroom, did you have occasion to examine that commode? 
A. Yes, sir, I did. 

Q. When did you do that? A. Immediately upon turning him 
over to one of the officers in the second floor front bedroom. 

Q. What did you find the condition of the box in that commode 
to be? A. I found that the handle was broken, the flush is at the bot- 

tom of the tank and the knob remained but the handle itself was 
broken which would make it almost -- very difficult to flush. 

Q. Now, after you say you turned the Defendant Williams over 
-- to whom, do you recall? A. I believe it was Detective Didone, I 
am not positive. He was taken to the second floor front bedroom. He 
was seated down in a chair. 

Q. And did you have occasion to talk to him after he was seated 
there? A. Yes, sir, when first he was searched by myself. 

Q. Where was he searched? A. Inthe second floor front bed- 
room. 

Q. Was that after you removed him from the bathroom? A. 
Yes, sir, and taken to the second floor front bedroom and that is 
where I searched him. 

Q. Showing you Government's Exhibit marked for identification 
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number 6 -- will you mark this for identification? 


[Government's Exhibit 
number 6 was marked 
for identification. ] 


BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. Showing you Government's Exhibit marked for identification 
number 6, Officer, I ask you if you can identify that? A. Yes, Sir, 

I can. 
* 
361-62 (1:45 p.m.) 
CONTINUATION OF DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. I believe I was showing you Government's Exhibit marked 
for identification number 6, Officer Paul, and asked you if you can 
identify that? A. Yes, sir, I can. 

Q. You identify Government's Exhibit marked for identification 
number 6 as what? A. This is the Police Department's property en- 
velope which contains the $5 dollar bill and ten $1 dollar bills. This 
is the money that was given to Leoris Raimondi by Detective Longo in 
my presence. 

Q. Prior to giving that exhibit, the money to Miss Raimondi, 
what did you do to or with it? A. A florescent powder was dusted on 
all the bills by Detective Longo and Didone in my presence while we 
were at the Office of the Narcotics Squad. 

Q. I show you Government's Exhibit marked for identification 
number 2, which I believe you previously identified, and ask you 
whether or not you did anything with Government Exhibit number 2 in 
reference to Government Exhibit number 6 at the time the money was 
given to Leoris Raimondi? A. Yes, sir, after the money was given to 

363 Miss Raimondi in Detective Panetta's automobile, she checked 
the money on the list against the money that was given to her and she 
signed the money list and I signed it and Detective Longo and Detective 
Didone signed it. 
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Q. Had you previously corresponded those serial numbers on 
that list with Government Exhibit number 2? A. That had been done 
after -- that was done at the office of the Narcotics Squad after the 
money was dusted. 

Q. After the money was given to Miss Raimondi, did you have 
occasion to see that money again? A. Yes, sir, I did, sir. 

Q. When and where? A. I again saw this money after Defend- 
ant Williams was placed under arrest at 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest, 
and I recovered this money from his pants pocket. 

Q. Now, when you say this money, you mean Government's 
Exhibit number 6. A. Yes, sir. 

Q. After recovering Government's Exhibit number 6, what did 
you do with it, if anything, in reference to Government's Exhibit num- 
ber 2? A. When I found this money in Defendant Williams’ pants 
pocket, there was other money with it. Some sum of money. I check- 
ed -- Detective Longo had the list in his hand. I checked the serial 

364 numbers of the money Defendant Williams had in his pocket 
against the serial numbers on the list. We found one $5. dollar bill 
and ten $1 dollar bills of the money that Defendant Williams had on 
him corresponded to the serial numbers that we had in our possession. 

Q. I noticed on Government's Exhibit marked for identification 
number 2, the first serial number there, it has a -- I withdraw that. 
That those serial numbers on Government's Exhibit marked for iden- 
tification number 2 were made by a typewriter, is that right? A. Yes, 
sir, that is correct. 

Q. And I noticed on the first serial number, I believe, on 
Government's Exhibit -- 

MR. LEVINE: I am going to object to this. He is leading, your 
Honor. 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 


Q. Inotice on Government's Exhibit marked for identification 


number 2, I believe the first serial number of the bill --- do you 
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see that there? A. Yes, sir, I do. 

Q. I notice the original was typed, that is, the serial number, 
and I notice there is a notation there afterwards, I believe, of 'D" 
instead of a "B". A. That is correct. 

Q. Can you account for that? A. Yes, sir. While this was 

365 being typed Detective Didone called off the serial numbers to 
Detective Longo who sat at the typewriter and typed this list. After 
the list had been made up we discovered subsequently to that the last 
letter of the first dollar bill serial number that appears here was a 
"D" and not a "B". 

Q. Was that inserted there? A. Subsequently we circled the 
"D" and circled "B" and placed a "D" along side of it. 

Q. Now, at the time you recovered Government's Exhibit 
marked for identification number 6, that is, $15. from the Defendant 
Williams did you make any examination of him at that time? A. Yes, 
sir. 

Q. Allright. What examination did you make? A. The De- 
fendant Williams was told to hold his hands, palm up, along with the 
Defendant Murphy, and the ultraviolet light which Detective Longo 
had, he shined upon their hands with the lights out and their hands 
became illuminated. 

Q. You say their hands, you mean -- A. Defendant Murphy 
and Williams. 

Q. Their hands became -- A. Illuminated. Lights in the room 
were turned out. The light was shined upon their hands and you could 
see luminous veins on both of the defendants’ hands. 

366 Q. Prior to that time had anything been done with the monies 


you had taken the serial number of, either by you or in your presence, 


prior to giving the money to Miss Raimondi? A. Yes, sir. The money 
had been dusted at the Office of the Narcotics Squad and the serial num- 
bers were recorded. 

Q. What do you mean by dusted? A. We have a florescent 
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powder which we obtain from the Identification Bureau, Metropolitan 
Police Department and we dusted it with what looks like a whisk broom. 
The dust is placed upon this money and you cannot see it except with 
an ultraviolet light. 

Q. Now, this address at 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest, is that 
in the District of Columbia? A. Yes, sir, it is. 

Q. And everything that you have testified here today, did that 
happen in the District of Columbia? A. Yes, sir, it did. 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I believe that is all I have of this witness, 
your Honor. 

CROSS EXAMINATION 
BY MR. LEVINE: 
* * * * * 

370 Q. Now, sir, when you saw Miss Raimondi there, did you ask 
her what she was doing consorting with a known narcotics addict? A. 
I talked to Miss Raimondi, yes. 

Q. Did you ask her what she was doing consorting with a known 
addict? A. I don't recall if I used those words in talking to her. I 

371 asked her what she was doing there, yes. 

Q. At that\time did you know she was on parole for prior nar- 
cotic offenses? A. Yes, sir, I did. 

Q. And did you tell her "This is going to be hard on you or going 
to go bad with you finding you in these conditions under these circum- 
stances?" A. I don't believe I used those words. I told her that her 


parole officer would have to be notified; which I subsequently did. 
Q. Did she start tocry? A. No, she did not. 
Q. Did she make any manifestation as being unhappy that you 


were going to notify her parole officer? A. I don't quite understand. 
She was not particularly happy about it, no, sir. 

Q. Did you tell her there could be some way you could work out 
some arrangements where she would not have to suffer the conse- 
quences of this act? A. No, sir, she was informed her parole offi- 
cer would be notified and subsequently I did notify him. 
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Q. Did you mention to her that as a result of this she might be 
sent back to jail? A. No, sir. 

372 Q. Did she mention that to you? A. I dont recall her saying that 
to me, no, sir. 

Q. You knew that she suffered this possibility because she was 
a parolee? A. That would be up tothe Parole Board. I notify the 
parole officer. It is not up to me to send anybody back to jail. 

Q. You knew she was subject to the possibility of this? A. It 
does happen, yes. 

Q. Now, as a result of your finding her there, was any propo- 
sition made by you or your fellow officers in your presence to her, in 
reference to the general subject, narcotics? A. Not at the place of 
arrest. 

Q. When was the proposition made and where? A. When we 
first picked up Harold Shaffer on the pickup order we also picked up 
Leoris Raimondi. She denied she was a user of narcotics. We trans- 
ported them to the Narcotics Squad Office where we had more con- 
versation with her and she then admitted she was again using narcotics. 

She stated -- we then asked her if she would be willing to coop- 
erate with us in getting her source of supply. 

Q. And this was in the Office of the Narcotics Squad? A. That 
is correct. 

Q. And when you asked her if she would cooperate with you, 

373 what, if anything, did you offer her? A. I offered her nothing. 

Q. Did you offer her your intercession with the parole people? 
A. I offered her nothing. 

Q. And did she ask you if you would do this for her? A. No. 

Q. That you would intercede on her behalf with the parole peo- 


ple? A. I had notified the parole people and I believe Mr. Davis, 


the parole officer, had come into the office at that time, or talked to 
her shortly before that, but he did talk to her while she was there. 

Q. Did you answer the last question? A. Would you repeat 
the question ? 
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MR. LEVINE: Would the reporter read the last question, please. 

(The last question was read by the reporter. ) 

THE WITNESS: I talked to Mr. Davis, her parole officer. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Would you now answer the last question that we have just 
read back to you.' Did you intercede on her behalf with the parole 
people? A. That is a hard question to answer. 

374 Q. Yes or no and then if you wish you may explain. A. I 
talked to Mr. Davis concerning her. 


Q. Did you ask Mr. Davis to give her leniency or clemency 


yes or no? A. No, I did not ask for leniency or clemency. But I did 
ask him, as I recall -- she stated that she would possibly like to have 
some hospitalization and I explained to Mr. Davis what we could do 
for her at D. C. General Hospital, do as far as hospitalization is con- 
cerned. To the best of my recollection that is my conversation with 
Mr. Davis. 

Q. And did you tell Mr. Davis if she turned some tricks for 
you that they would expect Mr. Davis to keep her out of jail after she 
was rehabilitated or came out of the hospital? A. No, sir. 

Q. Or ask him to, or hope he would try to? A. I didn't ask 
him to keep her out of jail. I did not use those terms. 

Q. Did you make any reference at all? A. As I told you, sir, 

I told him that she did indicate she might like to go to the hospital 
because she had gotten back on narcotics again. I then told him about 
the procedure and what they have to offer at D. C. General in the way 
of treating narcotic addicts. 

375 Q. Did you discuss with him any thing that he or you might be 
able to do in the way of keeping her from being returned to prison as 
a parole violator? A. He asked me if there was a place we could put 
her and I explained to him the procedure, if she wanted to go back to 
the hospital, we could put her in D. C. General Hospital, the addict 
hospital over there. 
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Q. Did you and Mr. Davis discuss at all the possibility of the 
question of violating parole by becoming an addict again? A. He 
asked me if she was using narcotics again and I said yes, she was. 

Q. At that time did you ask Mr. Davis, give her a break, she 
is going to help us? A. I informed Mr. Davis? 

Q. Yesorno. A. No, sir. 

Q. What words did you use? A. I told Mr. Davis that she had 
indicated her willingness to cooperate with us in getting her source of 
supply and Mr. Davis said he would go along with that, her cooperating 
with us, as far as that case was concerned. 

Q. What did you understand him to mean when he said he would 
go along with her as far as her cooperating in the case was concerned? 
A. Our understanding was to get her source of supply. 

376 Q. In return for her cooperating what was she to get? A. 
From Mr. Davis or myself? 

Q. From either or both. A. My understanding was that Mr. 
Davis -- was going to make preparations for us to put her in D. C. 
General Hospital where she would be treated as a drug addict. 

Q. What consideration was she to get? 

THE COURT: Was Mr. Davis to see that she was not to have 
her parole revoked for cooperating with you? 

THE WITNESS: Not under those words, your Honor. 

THE COURT: What words? 

THE WITNESS: When I talked to Mr. Davis about Leoris Rai- 
mondi I explained to him the fact that she was going to cooperate with 
us on this particular case and she did indicate she would like to go to 
D. C. General Hospital and Mr. Davis said that would be all right 
with him if she definitely went to D. C. General Hospital. I told her 
we would take her to D. C. General Hospital and we did take her 


there after she had cooperated. We took her immediately to D. C. 


General Hospital. Mr. Davis said to keep her at D. C. General Hos- 
pital and let him know before releasing her. She stayed there for a 
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period of time and upon getting her release from there I immediately 
went to Mr. Davis. 

THE COURT: After you talked to Mr. Davis if she cooperated 
with you he would see what he could do at the Parole Board and not 

377 to have her parole revoked? 

THE WITNESS: Davis did not talk to her in front of me as I 
recall it. Davis said he would have to talk to his superiors concern- 
ing her. 

THE COURT: Concerning her about what? 

THE WITNESS: I imagine revoking her parole. I am not sure. 
He is one of the workers that have superiors and -- 

THE COURT: Did you ask Davis to intercede with the Parole 
Board not to have her parole revoked if she cooperated with you? 

THE WITNESS: No, I did not ask him to intercede with the 
Parole Board, no, sir. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, how long have you been a member of the Narcotics 
Squad, Officer? A. Approximately two anda half years. 

Q. And during that time how many narcotic addicts have you 
interviewed, if you know, as best as you can recall? A. Probably 
in the hundreds. 

Q. Inthe hundreds? A. I would say so, yes. 


Q. Would you say as many as one hundred. A. I would say 


more than that. I would say in the hundreds. 

Q. Two hundred perhaps? A. I would say two or three hundred, 

378 yes, sir. 

Q. Maybe even three hundred? A. Two or three hundred, 
maybe more. 

Q. Two-hundred and fifty would be an approximation, isn't that 
correct? A. I would say in the hundreds. I can't give you an exact 
figure, sir. 


Q. Now, it is true, is it not, as a result of all these interviews, 
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is it not a fact that a narcotic addict is known to be notoriously unre- 
liable? 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I object. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, as far as Leoris Raimondi was concerned, when you 
spoke to her, she was under the influence of narcotics at 8:30 in the 
morning on April 24th? 

You knew that to be a fact, didn't you, sir? 

THE COURT: Answer the question. 

THE WITNESS: It is a hard question to answer, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Do you have an opinion about it? 

THE WITNESS: I was going to say that it is a hard question 
whether she was under the effect of narcotics or not. It is early in 
the morning. I don't know if she had narcotics that morning or whether 
she was affected by the lack of narcotics or because she had -- 

379 BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, I did not ask you about withdrawal, Officer. There 
has been testimony that she told you she took a shot at five in the 
morning. I ask you that at eight o'clock or eight-thirty on April 24th, 
when you went to 1420 N Street, Northwest, I ask you if at that time 
or in the next few hours subsequent thereto, you discovered that she 
then and there was under the influence of narcotic drugs from her 
own mouth or from your own examination or observation? A. I 
can't answer your question. I discovered she was using narcotics, 
yes, sir. 

Q. Now, you know, do you not, that if a person is a narcotics 
user that when that person is deprived of narcotics they then become, 


after a short period of time, very sick, isn't that true? A. That is 


correct. 
Q. This woman was not at the moment you saw her very sick, 


was she? A. When I first saw her, no. 
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Q. She was not very sick before twelve noon on the date April 
24th, was she? A. No, sir. 

Q. And you knew she was a narcotics user, didn't you? A. 
Yes, I did. 

380 Q. A user of long standing, isn't that true? A. Yes, I believe 
she has been. 

Q. Then, sir, obviously a user and a user of long standing and 
she was not suffering from withdrawal and she obviously had to be 
under the influence of narcotics. That is true, answer yes or no. 

A. It is a very hard question to answer, sir. 

Q. When did Miss Raimondi show signs of withdrawal symptoms? 
A. About 1:00 a.m. on the 25th of April, sir. 

Q. What signs did she show? A. She told me she was getting 
sick. 

Did she vomit in your presence? A. No. 
Did she lose her bladder control in your presence? A. No. 
Her sphincter control in your presence? A. No. 
Did she faint in your presence? A. She did not, sir. 
Was she perspiring freely so you could notice it? A. No. 
Did she complain of chills? A. No. 
Did she complain of heat spells? A. No, she did not, sir. 
* * * * * 
386 You followed the bus, didn't you? A. We did. 

You had an agent on the bus to be sure she did not get nar- 

cotics on the bus? A. We had no one on the bus, sir. 

Q. By the way, on the way from the 700 block of Quincy Street 
to the 2000 block of Klingle Road, Miss Morton was supposed to have 
gotten inacab? A. Gloria Morton got into a cab. 

Q. That was driven by one of your operators, wasn't it? A. 

It was not. 

Q. And the cab driver that was -- and the cab that was driven 

had been thoroughly searched by you or by your agent just prior to 


Q. 
Q. 
Q. 
Q. 
Q 

Q. 
Q. 
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picking up Miss Morton? A. No, sir. 

Q. The cab driver could have had all kinds of contraband and 
you would have had no knowledge of it, isn't that true? A. I would 
have had no knowledge, that is true. 

Q. Now, when Gloria Morton got on the bus, what kind of a 
bus, after she left 2007 Klingle Road, what kind of a bus was it? A. 
AD. C. Transit Company bus. 


Q. Was it a twenty-four passenger bus or forty-eight passenger 


bus, or sixty-two passenger bus, or do you know? A. No, I don't 
know the size of the bus. 

Q. Was it a gasoline bus or a diesel bus? 

THE COURT: What difference would that make? 

MR. LEVINE: I am coming to that. 

THE WITNESS: I don't know. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. And how many passengers were on the bus? A. Just the 
one, Gloria Morton. 

Q. What was the bus driver's name? A. I don't know. 

Q. Did you search the bus driver prior to picking her up? A. 
I did not. 

Q. And did you search the bus driver after she got off the bus? 
A. I did not. 

Q. How many blocks did you or your agent follow the bus until 
the time you stopped following the bus or watching Miss Morton? A. 
We followed the bus about -- I would say three or maybe four blocks. 

Q. Three or four blocks away from the 2000 block of Klingle 
Road. You left the bus to go on its own way? A. That is correct. 

Q. What was the destination of the bus, if you know? A. I 
don't know, sir. 

Q. Was it a cross-town bus? A. I don't know. 

Q. Did you see the name they carry on the top of the bus as 


it picked up Miss Morton? You were observing her, weren't you? 
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389 A. Ididnot. -- the back of the bus was towards me. 
Q. You testified on direct examination that after she got off 
_ the bus in the vicinity of 7th and Quincy Street, Officer Didone arrested 
her in your presence, isn't that true? A. That is true. 

Q. Were you there? A. I was right at the corner, around the 
corner. 

Q. Did you see her get off the bus? A. I did not, no. 

Q. Did you see where the bus stopped? A. I did not. 

Q. Did you ask any of the agents under your control if they saw 
where the bus stopped? A. No, I don't recall asking. 

Q. Did you or any of the agents under your control see how 
many people were on the bus when the bus pulled to the place that 
Gloria Morton got off near 7th and Quincy Street? A. No, sir, I don't 
recall saying she got off the bus at 7th and Quincy Street. 

Q. Perhaps you didn't. Did you make any attempt at all, Of- 


ficer, to find out how many people, if any, got on the bus and off the 


bus between the time you stopped actively following the bus until the 
time she got off the bus? A. No. 

Q. So, so far as you know 50 or 60 people could have gotten off 

390 the bus or on the bus in the intervening period? A. They could 
have. 

Q. Now, sir, when Gloria Morton was arrested about 10:00 
or 10:15, is that true, in the area of 7th and Quincy Street? A. About 
10:45 I would say, sir. 

Q. And then she was brought to the Women's Bureau, wasn't she? 
A. Directly down to the Women's Bureau. 

Q. When the narcotics were found upon her person, she was 
booked on some narcotics violation, wasn't she? A. She was charged 
under the Harrison Narcotics Act. 

Q. At that time did you ask her where she got the narcotics? 

A. That is correct, I did. 
Q. Do you recall that exact question when you were under oath 


in the motion -- 
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MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I object to this. 

THE COURT: I will sustain the objection. That may be stricken. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. When the narcotics were found on Gloria Morton's person, 
did you ask her where she got them? 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I will object to this. That is self-serving. 

THE COURT: That is not self-serving at all. I will permit it. 

* * * * * 
392 BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. What did she tell you that night when you discovered narcot- 
ics in her left she or left stocking that gave you probable cause to be- 
lieve she got them from Estelle Murphy, especially in view of your 
last answer? A. She just came fromKlingle Road. 

Q. Did you ask her if she got narcotics from Estelle Murphy? 
A. I did. 

Q. She told you she didn't? A. 


Q. There was nothing that she told you, sir, that would give 


you probable cause to believe from her statements to you that she got 
any narcotics from Estelle Murphy, isn't that true? A. That is true. 

Q. Now, sir, if you would answer the question in the beginning 
I would not have to go through it three or four times. 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I object. 

THE COURT: I want this stopped. I am not going to have 
counsel talking at once. The objection of the District Attorney is 
sustained. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Might I address an inquiry -- your Honor, might I address 
an inquiry to the Court ? 

THE COURT: No, you cannot ask me anything. I am not on the 
stand. 

393 MR. LEVINE: Might the Court request the witness to answer 


the questions without being evasive? 
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THE COURT: You can argue that to the jury. 
BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q. Now, after you discovered the narcotics in Gloria Morton's 


left shoe or left stocking, you were at the Women's Bureau, isn't that 


true? A. That is correct. 

Q. What is the street address of the Women's Bureau? A. 
North Capitol, 1000 block of North Capitol. 

Q. And how many blocks is that from the District Court House? 


A. Seven or eight blocks. 

Q. Eight blocks? And how far is it from the Municipal Court- 
house, if you know? A. I would say an equal distance. 

Q. Eight blocks in both directions, to the District Courthouse 
or the Municipal Courthouse? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, sir, when you discovered the narcotics in the left 
shoe or left stocking, did you then call the U. S. Commissioner and 
talk to him? A. No. 

Q. Did you make an attempt to call any judge or magistrate 
and talk to them about this case? 

394 THE COURT: He didn't. Go ahead. There is no question about 
it. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Did you discuss with Officer Didone the question of a search 
warrant or an arrest warrant, did you? A. No, sir. 

THE COURT: He didn't. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. And did you give this any consideration on your part, wheth- 
er or not you should get an arrest or a search warrant on anything 
that you were going to do that night ? 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I will object to this. 

THE WITNESS: I considered it for a short period of time. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. You did consider it? A. Yes. 
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Q. Now, tell us what you did or what you thought about when 
you considered it? A. I considered the lateness of the hour. I con- 
sidered the time of day, the necessity of making up papers, the time 
that we would consume and the possibility that Estelle Murphy might 
escape. 

Q. And so you decided, because of the lateness of the hour, and 
the fact that you would have to make up some papers and the fact that 

395 Estelle Murphy might escape, you would not go through the 

formalities of either a search warrant or an arrest warrant? A. Yes, 
plus the unavailability to get the commissioner. 

Q. Did you call to see if he was available? A. No. 

Q. Maybe he was in his office, do you know? A. I did not. 

Q. You did not call his office? A. I didnot, sir. 

Q. Did you call to see if any judge or magistrate was available? 
A. No. 

Q. You made no attempt to find anybody available, is that true? 


A. That is correct, sir. 


Q. So, it was not the lateness of the hour, you just didn't want 
to do it? 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I object. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

He has told you. He has answered the question. 

MR. LEVINE: Might I state for the record, your Honor, he 


stated the lateness of the hour and nobody was available. Now, he 


says he didn't know who was available. 
396 MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I object. 
THE COURT: Will you sit down? He is not going to testify. 
There has been no search warrant issued nor has there been 
an arrest warrant issued and there has been no application for either 
one. Let's proceed. 
BY MR. LEVINE: 
Q. Now, did you instruct Officer Didone to make any inquiry 
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as to the availability of the magistrate at that time of the night? A. 
I did not. 

Q. Did you instruct Officer Ernst, a member of your party, 
to make inquiry as to the availability of a magistrate at that time of 
night? A. I did not. 

Q. Or the United States Commissioner? A. No, sir. 

Q. Did you instruct any member of your party -- 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: He answered that. 

THE COURT: Will you keep quiet for a minute? 

He has not instructed anybody to get a magistrate or a com- 
missioner and no search warrant or an arrest warrant was issued. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, tell us about the consideration that you gave in the 

397 statement you made on the stand just a few minutes ago about 
the question of making up the papers. Was it the papers were a tire- 
some burden, is that why you didn't want to make them up then and 
there? 


MR. MC LAUGHLIN: He asked the question and doesn't let the 


witness answer and then turns around and testifies in his question. 
THE COURT: Answer the question. 
THE WITNESS: No, sir. The necessity of making up the papers 


was very time consuming and we did not have much time to waste. 


That is the reason. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. You say you didn't have any time to waste. Where was 
Officer Bonaparte all of this time? A. When we returned he was in 
the vicinity of the 2000 block of Klingle Road, Northwest. 

Q. Had he called down to report that Mrs. Murphy was attempt- 
ing to escape? A. No, he had not. 

Q. Had he reported any automobiles in the area about the prem- 
ises that had engines on and doors open and being packed with suit- 


cases and etc. A. He did not. 
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Q. Did he report any possible urgency in the fact that Mrs. 
Murphy was about to escape? A. No, sir. 


398 Q. Did he send any report of any kind that gave you to believe 


that there were circumstances here that required speed? A. No. 

Q. And Officer Bonaparte was a man that you detailed there to 
watch the premises, isn't that true. A. That is correct. 

Q. Now, Officer Bonaparte is a reliable officer, is he not? 
A. Yes. 

Q. And you use him in your own cases, don't you? A. Yes, 
sir, I do. 

Q. So, you could have a feeling in your own mind that if he 
were there on the scene that anything that transpired would be im- 
mediately reported to you, isn't that true? A. If it were possible 
for him to transmit this information, I imagine he would transmit it. 

Q. And no information was forthcoming, was it? A. I re- 
ceived no information. 

Q. And you have never heard subsequently that he attempted 
to get in touch with you that night, did you? A. Subsequently, no, I 
did not. 

Q. Now, sir, I ask you what the necessitous circumstances 
were that precluded from obtaining a search warrant? 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I object. 

399 THE COURT: I will sustain the objection. He has already 
answered it. 

MR. LEVINE: Might I reply to the Court, sir? 

THE COURT: No, you may not. He has given you the answer 
why he did not seek out a search warrant or an arrest warrant. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, sir, you testified that writing up the papers was time 
consuming, Were you concerned with the possibility of an escape by 
Estelle Murphy? A. That was one of the reasons for going right 
back to the premises. 
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Q. What gave you concern of the possibility of an escape? A. 
Well, -- 

Q. What facts gave you concern to the possibility that she was 
about to escape or would escape and that if you took the time to write 
the paper she would be gone? How did you come to that conclusion? 
A. The possibility exists that she could have escaped plus the other 


consideration, that we took into consideration at that time. So, we 


immediately -- as soon as practicable went back to the premises. 


Q. In other words, you had no information that she about to 
escape, did you? A. I had no information, no, sir. 

* * * * * 

401 THE COURT: Well, he can answer it. Answer the question, 
Mr. Witness. He wants to know whether you thought you had probable 
cause to get a search warrant? 

THE WITNESS: After the arrest of Gloria Morton? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: I felt that under all the circumstances we had 
enough to get a warrant maybe the following morning, yes. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, you knew, did you not, sir, that in order to get a war- 
rant for a search at night time, you must show a different quandrom 
of cause then for a warrant to get a search in the daytime. You knew 
that, didn't you, as a professional practicing police officer ? 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: Now, 41-C -- 

MR. LEVINE: It certainly does. 41-C of the Federal Rules 
of Criminal Procedure. 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: That section has been amended. Detec- 
tives in the Narcotics Squad do not have to have that. 

MR. LEVINE: If the police chief can change an Act of Congress 
I would like to hear how it can be done. 

THE WITNESS: Mr. McLaughlin, they changed that as far as 


Narcotics cases are concerned. 
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MR. LEVINE: Are you testifying now as a specialist in Con- 
gressional matters? 
MR. MC LAUGHLIN: He is talking to me. 


* * * * * 


Washington, D. C. 
September 17, 1959 


BEFORE HONORABLE EDWARD M. CURRAN, United States 
District Judge, Proceedings. 
* * * 

403 DAVID PAUL 
resumed the stand as a witness, and having been previously sworn 
was examined and testified further as follows: 

CROSS EXAMINATION 
BY MR. LEVINE: 
* r 7 * * * 

407 Q. And even though Gloria Morton refused to tell you where 
she got them or refuse to tell you she got them from Estelle Murphy, 
you still broke into her house and arrested her for violation of the 
Harrison Narcotics Act, based on a sale to Gloria Morton that you 
had no knowledge of at all? 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: He did not say that, your Honor. 

THE COURT: This is all finished business. He went in there 
and arrested her. 

BY MR, LEVINE: 


Q. Now, -- your Honor, if I might pursue this, Z am trying to 


show this on the record. 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: _I object. 

THE COURT: The record is that Gloria Morton refused to say 
where she got the narcotics. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, sir, when did you and Officer Didone first discuss 
looking for the marked money? A. When did we discuss it? 


Q. Yes. A. I don't believe we discussed it, sir. 
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Q. You never discussed looking for the marked money? A. 
Prior to entering the premises? 

Q. Yes. A. Oh, yes, before we entered the premises. 

408 Q. You discussed looking for the marked money? A. One of 

our express purposes was to recover our marked money, yes, sir. 

Q. So, that one of your express intentions in breaking into the 
house was to find the evidence, isn't that true? A. It was to recover 
our marked money or any other narcotics that might be in the prem- 
ises. 


Q. But you had no knowledge specifically that there were narcot- 


ics in the premises, isn't that true? A. I believed there were narcotics 


on the premises, yes, Sir. 

Q. But other than that belief or hunch, you had no specific 
knowledge, did you? 

THE COURT: He was not there himself, if that is what you 
mean. 

MR. LEVINE: He said that is -- 

THE COURT: Well, he had information that he thought there 
were narcotics in the house. 

MR. LEVINE: Your Honor, so far there has not been one 
scintilla of testimony -- 

THE COURT: Just a minute. 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: My brother here -- 

MR. LEVINE: Don't call me your brother. 

409 THE COURT: You go back and don't lose your temper and con- 
duct the cross examination. I will rule on the objections. I don't 
want any flare-ups. We will conduct this trial orderly without any 
flare-ups. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, as a matter of routine when you make a raid, do you 
bring a blue light with you, an ultraviolet ray light? 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I object to this. 
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THE COURT: Sustained. 

BY MR. LEVINE: 

Q. Now, inthis particular case, Officer, who directed that 
the ultraviolet ray light be brought to the house? A. I don't think 
anybody directed it. Detective Longo carried the ultraviolet light in. 

Q. He is the man that is unavailable to come here to testify 
because he is injured, is that true? A. He is laid up in bed. 

Q. Now, Detective Longo worked under your direction, didn't 
he? A. I don't think any of us directed -- we all worked together. 

Q. Who was the man who dusted the marked money with phos- 
phorescent powder? A. Detective Longo and Detective Didone dusted 
the money. 

410 Q. Was that with your concurrence or under your control? A. 
I was present at the desk while the dusting was being done. 

Q. Did you suggest it? A. I don't recall who suggested it, sir. 

Q. Now, when you went to 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest, did 
you tell Officer Longo to bring the ultraviolet ray light? A. No, I 
didn't tell him to. He brought it. 

Q. Did you know he was bringing it? A. Yes, I saw it in his 
hands. 

Q. And did he have it in his hand just a moment before the door 
was smashedin? A. He had it in his hand and when he approached 
2007 Klingle Road -- yes, sir. 

Q. Did you discuss with him at that time the use of the ultra- 
violet ray light? A. Referring to the time we approached 2007 Klingle 
Road? 

Q. Yes. A. No, I discussed it previously with him. 

Q. You discussed it when you got inside the house to look for 
the marked money, isn't that true. A. We had discussed that pre- 
viously that we would look for the money. 

Q. You would look for it with the aid of this scientific instru- 


ment, the ultraviolet ray light? A. We were going to use it after 
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we got into the house, that is true. 
* * * * * 


Q. Now, was it you that told Officer Hood to knock on the door 
and say -- "Estelle Murphy told us to come by?" Did you tell him to 
say that? A. I did not. 

Q. Do you know who told him to use those words? A. I didn't 
hear no one use those words. 

Q. When he went up to the porch at 2007 Klingle Road, and 
knocked on the door and rang the bell for a few minutes, no one ans- 
wered, isn't that true? A. No one answered for a period of minutes. 

Q. And then a face or an apparition came to the door, isn't that 
true? <A. I didn’t see a face come to the door. 

Q. Well, did you hear him say that he was looking for Estelle 
Murphy? A. I heard Officer Hood ask for Estelle Murphy, yes, sir. 

Q. He didn't say "I am looking for her to arrest her for a crime?" 
He just asked "Is Estelle Murphy home?" isn't that true? A. To the 
best of my recollection he asked for Estelle Murphy. 

@. Then you heard him say that -- well, "Estelle told me to 
drop by and told me to come in and sit down and wait for her," isn't 
that what he said? A. I did not hear that. 

Q. Where were you standing while this conversation was taking 
place? A. Eight or ten feet from where Officer Hood was. 


Q. You didn't hear him say that? A. No. 
* * * *x 
CROSS-EXAMINATION 


BY MR. BENTON: 
* * * * * 


Q. Did there come a time when you saw a Mr. Greene on the 
premises? A. Yes, sir; I did. 


Q. As a matter of fact you saw him standing in the doorway 


of one of these rooms, did you not? A. I saw him a little afterwards 
standing in the rear of the second floor rear bedroom doorway later on. 
Q. All right. Now, when you made your first observation of 


289 
the bathroom door and it was slightly ajar, what, if anything, did 
you see at that time? A. In reference to the bathroom? 

Q. Yes. You were looking in the direction of the bathroom ? 
A. I saw nothing at that time. 

Q. Now, there came a time when you actually entered the 
bathroom, is that right? A. That is correct. 

Q. In order to go into the bathroom you have to push the 
door, is that correct? A. Officer Hood pushed the door open. I 
was behind him. 

Q. In other words, you applied no force whatsoever to open 
the door, is that correct? A. No, Officer Hood opened the door. I 
was behind him. No force was used by me, that is correct. 

* * * * * 
425 Q. But you did observe the defendant Williams seated on the 
commode, is that right? A. Yes. 

Q. Tell me this, if you will: What would you estimate the 
distance in feet, approximate distance in feet, of the front of the 
commode, from the commode to the door opening? A. I would say 
four or maybe five feet. 

Q. What would you estimate to be the length in terms of feet 
of the bathrub that runs from wall to wall? A. I would say six or 
maybe seven feet wall to wall would be a good estimate. 

Q. Now, in other words, the commode stands out from the 
rear wall to about mid-way to the total occupied by the bathtub. It 
comes out about three or four feet from the wall? A. The total 
the commode would come out would be about two and a half feet from 
the wall. 

Q. It could be approximately three feet, could it not? A. It 
is possible. 

Q. In other words, if a person attempted to enter the bathroom 


and opened the door, if he attempted to open the door all the way, 
that door would strike the bathtub. He could not open the door com- 
pletely? A. The door did strike the bathtub. That is correct. 
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426 Q. And therefore, if someone was seated on that commode it 
would strike the feet of that adult person before it opened completely? 
A. It might. 

Q. Now, at the time that Officer Hood pushed this door open, 
you say you were right behind. Did he move in rapidly or did he 
move slowly? Did you observe that? How were you moving? A. I 
was moving rapidly. 

Q. That is because you had heard a noise, is that right? A. 

I heard a noise. 

Q. So you pushed the door open suddenly? A. Yes, Officer 
Hood pushed it. 

Q. So whatever object was behind the door would be pushed 
back, is that right? A. I imagine so, yes. 

Q. So at that time, the time you entered the bathroom and 
pushed the door open and saw defendant Williams seated on the com- 
mode, he was also leaning backwards, is that right? 

That is the way you described his position. He was not sitting 
up straight, was he? A. No. I would not say he was leaning back. 

I would say that he was sitting back on the commode. 

Q. I mean he was not sitting totally erect, was he? A. I 
would not say he was. 

427 Q. He was not bent forward, was he? A. He was not bent 
forward. 

Q. In other words, he had his hands in the rear of him, is that 
right? A. Hands behind him, that is correct. 

Q. So conceivably he could have been attempting to support 
himself after having been pushed back? A. I would not say that. 

Q. It is conceivable, is it not? A. I would not say that. His 
hands were directly behind him, not alongside of him. If he were sup- 


porting himself I imagine he would hold on to the side of the com- 


mode, not underneath the tank of the commode. | 
Q. There was a rear wall, for which he could support himself? 
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A. There was a rear wall, yes, sir. 


Q. Now, I believe you indicated to the jury and to the Court also 


that you had occasion to examine the bathroom quite closely. Now, tell 


me this; During the course of your examination did you observe 
whether or not there were any shower facilities in this particular 
bathroom? A. I don't recall if there was a shower, sir. 

Q. Do you recall whether or not there was a rod or support of 
any kind for hanging a shower curtain? Did you observe that? A. 

428 There was a shower curtain hanging from the bathtub, yes. 

Q. Was that supported by a rod of some kind or attachment ? 
A. I don't recall exactly how it was supported, sir. 

Q. Now, tell me this: As a matter of fact there is also another 
bathroom in that house, isn't there? A. I don't know if there is. 

Q. You did not see another bathroom? A. I did not. 

Q. Did you see another shower? A. I did not. 

Q. You were the officer that arrested the defendant Williams? 
A. Yes, I was. 

Q. Now, tell me this: When you went down to the bathroom, 
how long would you say you were in there during the course of your 
examination? A. After we arrested the defendant Williams? 

Q. Yes. A. Oh, possibly four or five minutes when I returned 
to the bathroom. 

Q. Was there any particular reason for your re-examining the 
bathroom at that time? Did you have any particular reason for re- 
examining the bathroom at that particular time? A. Yes, I did. 

429 Q. You were searching for something else, is that it? A. 
Yes, I was. 

Q. Did you search any other part of the house other than the 
bathroom? A. Yes, the second floor front bedroom. 

Q. How about the small hallway to the right of the master bed- 
room, did you search that room? A. I did not. 

Q. And the other bedroom to the left of the stairway, did you 


292 
search that one? A. I did not. 

Q. Was there any particular reason for selecting just that 
area to be searched and not the whole premises? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. In other words, you felt you had already located all the 
contraband that was there? A. After I finished searching? 

Q. Yes. A. That is correct, sir. 

Q. Allright. Now, you were the officer that placed defendant 
Williams under arrest? A. Yes, I was. 

Q. You rushed to the bathroom and immediately placed him 

430 under arrest -- under restraint -- A. That is right. 

Q. Therefore, technically he was under arrest, is that right ? 
A. He was under arrest, yes. 

Q. You so advised him? A. I told him he was under arrest. 

Q. And then you moved him out of the bathroom into the second 
floor master bedroom? A. Second floor front, the bedroom of the 
defendant Murphy. 

Q. Yes. Allright. Now, did you search him at that time? 

A. Yes, I searched him while in the second floor front bedroom. 

Q. Did there come a time when you placed handcuffs on him? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. He was searched and handcuffs placed upon him before you 
returned to the bathroom? A. That is right, yes, sir. 

Q. During the course of your search for this defendant and 
examination of him, officer Hood appeared on the scene, is that 
right? Inthe bedroom? A. Officer Hood followed me to the bedroom 
from the bathroom while I took the defendant Williams to the bedroom. 

431 He was directly behind me. 
* * * * * 
433 Q. And do you know who they were? A. Detective Didone and 


Longo were inthe bedroom. There were other officers in the hall- 


way. I don't recall if there were other officers in the bedroom, but 


those two were in the bedroom at that time and Miss Goodrum of the 


Women's Bureau. 
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Q. At the time you went to the premises of 2007 Klingle Road, 
Northwest, you were looking for a particular individual, is that 
right? A. Yes, we were. 

Q. And you were not looking for Defendant Williams, were 
you? A. I was not. 

Q. Now, there were other persons in the premises besides 
Defendant Williams and Defendant Murphy at the time, is that right? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. You did not at any time see this contraband in Defendant 
Williams' possession, did you? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Now, did you charge this particular contraband to Defend- 
ant Williams? A. I don't understand. 

Q. In other words, he is accused of having possession of this 
particular contraband. Did you accuse him of having possession of 

434 it or did one of the other officers? A. I charged him. 

Q. You did? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. Now, did you ask the Defendant whether or not those glass- 
ine bags were his? A. Yes, I did. 

Q. And what did he tell you? A. He denied it. 

Q. Of course, you did not see them with him, did you? You 
did not see him with the contraband? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Now, after you entered the premises and had confronted 
the Defendant Williams and you knew at the particular time, did you 
not, that the money that was found in his possession, even though it 
was marked, you knew that the Defendant did not know it was marked, 
didn't you? A. I would assume that he did not know, yes. 

Q. You would also assume that he did not know what had 
transpired prior to the time that you entered the premises? By 
that I mean he did not know that Gloria Morton had been arrested 


and found to be in possession of the drugs and so on, is that right? 


A. No, I cannot say that is right, sir. 
Q. In other words, you assume that he knew that she had 
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435 been arrested? A. It is very possible that he did, yes. 

Q. Now, upon what do you base that, Officer? A. Upon 
placing anyone under arrest and booking that individual for the crime 
at the arrest, we charged Gloria Morton with the Harrison Narcotics 
Act at the Women's Bureau and then she was entitled to make a 
phone call. That is granted anyone that is placed under arrest plus 
when we did arrest Gloria Morton at 7th and Quincy, Northwest, it 
is very possible that a great many people or some people actually 
saw the arrest of Gloria Morton and would then telephone Estelle 
Murphy and notify her of the arrest of Gloria Morton. 

Q. That is mere speculation. You did not know this to be a 
fact, did you? A. I did not know that to be an exact fact, but it is 
possible that Gloria Morton upon making the phone call would call 
Estelle Murphy to tell her that she had been arrested. 

Q. Were you present when Gloria Morton made the phone call? 
A. I left. 

Q. Did you know for a fact that she did make a phone call? A. 
I did not. 

Q. It is mere speculation whether she actually did or whether 
there was a phone call? A. I don't know whether she did call. 

436 Q. You are speculating, is that -- 

THE COURT: He didn't say she made a phone call. 

BY MR. BENTON: 

Q. You had no information or any reason to believe that the 
Defendant Williams would signal anybody, did you? A. No, I did 


not, sir. 


Q. So, the only basis for the charge that you had against him 


was possession of this contraband material, is the fact that some 
goods were found in the commode, is that right? A. No, sir. 

Q. In other words, you did not see it in his possession, did 
you? A. No, sir, I did not. 

Q. But you found them in the commode -- you didn't find them 
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but they were found in the commode, is that right? A. That is cor- 
rect. 

MR. BENTON: Will the Court indulge me a moment, please? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

MR. BENTON: I have no further questions. 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I have nothing further, your Honor. 

Call Doctor Butler to the stand. (Witness was excused. ) 

Whereupon 

WILLIAM P. BUTLER 
was called to the stand and having been first duly sworn was exam- 
ined and testified as follows: 
437 DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. Now, your full name is what? A. William P. Butler. 

Q. And you are employed where? A. I am with the Internal 
Revenue Service, Treasury Department. 

Q. What capacity? 

MR. LEVINE: If it please the Court, Defense Counsel will be 
more than willing to stipulate to the eminent qualifications of the 
good doctor in order to save the Court's time, in order to wind this 
up. 

THE COURT: All right. 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. Iwill show you Government's Exhibit marked for identifi- 
cation la and ask you whether or not you can identify that, Doctor 
Butler? A. Yes, sir, I can identify Government Exhibit la. 

Q. You identify Government's Exhibit marked for identification 
la as what? A. A Treasury Department locked sealed envelope that 
was handed to me sealed and intact by Detective Longo of the Metro- 
politan Police Department on the 28th of April, 1959. 

Q. Is there any difference in the condition today than when you 


received it from Officer Longo? A. Yes, sir, there is. The end 


296 
has been cut open. I cut the end of the envelope open. 

438 Q. Allright, at the time you cut the end of the envelope open, 
did it contain Government's Exhibit marked for identification num- 
ber 1. A. Yes, sir, it did. 

Q. What did Government's Exhibit marked for identification 
number 1 contain? A. A pink tissue paper which in turn contained 
fourteen gelatin capsules. 

Q. Did you make any analysis of those capsules? A. Yes, sir. 
I removed a portion of each of the fourteen capsules and analyzed it. 

I found that each capsule contained a mixture of heroin, hydrocloride 
and milk sugar. 

MR. LEVINE: Might we approach the bench a moment ? 

THE COURT: Yes. 

(At the bench:) 

MR. LEVINE: I ask for a mistrial. I ask that all of this 
evidence that is so very prejudicial to both defendants, Murphy and 
Williams, be stricken and I ask that the United States Attorney not 
talk about any of the matters that involve Gloria Morton, her not being 


present here today, and she not being a part of this indictment under 


which Defendant Murphy and Defendant Williams are presently being 
tried. 

THE COURT: In view of the United States versus Harper, I 
will deny the motion. Let's proceed. 

439 (In open Court. ) 

BY MR. MC LAUGHLIN: 

Q. Will you continue, Doctor. A. I found that each one of 
the fourteen capsules contained a mixture of heroin, hydrocloride and 
milk sugar. The heroin was present to the extent of 6. 42 percent, 
and the heroin is|a derivative of opium, a narcotics drug. There was 
also one deck or folded piece of paper contained in Government's 
Exhibit number 1. 

Q. Now, I will show you Government's Exhibit marked for 
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identification 3a and ask you if you can identify that? A. Yes, sir, 
I can identify Government's Exhibit 3a. 

Q. You identify Government's Exhibit marked for identification 
3a as what? A. A Treasury Department locked, sealed envelope 
handed to me by Detective Didone of the Metropolitan Police Depart- 
ment on the 28th of April, 1959, sealed and intact. I cut the end of 
the envelope open. 

Q. When you cut the end of the envelope open, did it contain 
Government's Exhibit number 3? A. Yes, sir, it did. 

Q. Allright, what did Government's Exhibit number 3 contain? 
A. A piece of plastic which in turn was wrapped around a glassine 
bag which contained a quantity of white powder anda piece of tissue 

440 containing 34 gelatin capsules each with a white powder. 

Q. Did you make any analysis of the 34 capsules and also the 
white powder? A. Yes, sir, Idid. I found that the glassine bag con - 
tained 5, 880 milograms of white powder which on analysis proved to 
be a mixture of heroin, hydrocloride and milk sugar. The heroin was 
present to the extent of 7.31 percent. The 34 capsules I analyzed 
each one of the capsules and found that each capsule contained a mix- 
ture of heroin, hydrocloride and milk sugar. The composite sample 
which I took from a portion of each one of the 34 capsules contained 
7.32 percent heroin. The heroin being a derivative of opium, a nar- 
cotics drug. 

Q. Now, I will show you Government's Exhibit marked for 
identification 4a, and ask you if you can identify that? A. Yes, sir, 
I can identify Government's Exhibit 4a. 

Q. You identify that as what? A. A Treasury Department 


locked, sealed envelope which I received from Detective Paul of the 
Metropolitan Police Department on the 28th of April, 1959. 

Q. Is there any difference in its condition today than when 
you received it from Officer Paul? A. WhenI received it it was 


sealed and intact and I cut the end of the envelope open. 
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Q. At the time you opened the envelope, did it contain Govern- 

ment's Exhibit marked for identification number 4? A. Yes, sir, it 
442 did. 

Q. Allright. What did Government's Exhibit marked for iden- 
tification number 4 contain? A. Government's Exhibit number 4 con- 
tained two glassine bags. The first one containing 19.92 grams of 
white powder. The second bag 10. 34 grams of the white powder. I 
analyzed each one of the portions of the content of each bag and found 


it contained a mixture of heroin, hydrocloride, quinine hydrocloride 


and milk sugar -- excuse me manitol. Both bags had the same make- 
up. The powder analyzed the same in each instance. 

Q. Would you say that the powder that you analyzed was a 
heroin, a derivative of opium? A. The heroin was a derivative of 
opium. 

Q. Anarcotic drug? A. Yes, sir. 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: I believe that is all I have of this witness, 
your Honor. 

MR. LEVINE: We have no questions of this witness, your 
Honor. 

MR. BENTON: Will the Court indulge me just a moment, your 
Honor. 

THE COURT: Yes. 

MR. BENTON: I have no questions, Doctor. 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: May we approach the bench for just a 
second? 

442 THE COURT: Yes. 

(At the Bench:) 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: The Government will offer this evidence 
and rest its case, your Honor. 

Detective Panetta, I understand is out in the witness room. 

MR. LEVINE: He is not going to call Officer Panetta? 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: No. 
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MR. LEVINE: We will have to call him as an adverse witness. 

THE COURT: I thought you were not going to open the case? 

MR. LEVINE: We want to put Officer Panetta on. Are you 
going to put Officer Panetta on? Are you going to put on Officer 
Ernst. 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: No. 

MR. LEVINE: Now, this -- 

THE COURT: You can call him. 

MR. LEVINE: I don't know where to find Officer Ernst. 

THE COURT: Just put a subpoena on him. 

MR. LEVINE: I don't know where to find him. 

THE COURT: He is in the Narcotics Squad. If you want him 
I will subpoena him for you. 

MR. LEVINE: Won't you use Officer Panetta so we can put it 
all to the jury? 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: No. 


443 MR. LEVINE: Is there something that you have to hide behind? 
MR. MC LAUGHLIN: No. 
(In open Court:) 
MR. MC LAUGHLIN: The Government at this time would like 
to offer Government's Exhibits number 1, which is the narcotics 


taken from Miss Morton and Government's Exhibit 2 which is a list 
of the serial numbers of the bills and Government's Exhibit number 3. 
THE COURT: That is 3 and 3a? 
MR. MC LAUGHLIN: Yes. 
THE COURT: Now, wait a minute. That is the narcotics re- 
covered from whom ? 
MR. MC LAUGHLIN: From the Defendant Estelle Murphy. 
THE COURT: All right. What is 4? 
MR. MC LAUGHLIN: That is the evidence recovered by De- 
tective Hood. 4 and 4a are recovered by Detective Hood from the 
commode in 2007 Klingle Road, Northwest, in the District of Columbia. 
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Number 5 is a paper bag recovered from the Defendant Estelle Mur- 


phy with the two needles in it. 

MR. LEVINE: May I be heard? 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: Government's 6 is monies recovered from 
the Defendant Williams. 

THE COURT: Do you object to it? 

MR. LEVINE: Yes, Ido. May I be heard on the matter of law 


on the issues? 

THE COURT: Take out the jury. 

(The jury was taken from the Courtroom. ) 

MR. LEVINE: If your Honor please, as to the offering in evi- 
dence of Exhibit 1, which I understand are the narcotics seized from 
Gloria Morton's left shoe, I would like to object to that. It is totally 
immaterial and irrelevant to the issues in this case against these two 
defendants. Further, as to Government's Exhibit number 2, which is, 
I think, as I recall from the testimony, a list of the marked money, 
again that revolves around the issue of Gloria Morton and has nothing 
to do with the crimes charged in this indictment against Defendants 
Williams and Murphy. 

Now, as to Government's Exhibit 3, 4 and 5, which are the 
narcotics taken from Government's Exhibit 3, and Government's Ex- 
hibit 4 from the commode upon which Mr. Williams was sitting, and 
Government's Exhibit 5 which are the needles that were in the bag 
that has been alleged was in Defendant Murphy's hands, I request, 
your Honor, that this Court allow me to renew the motion to suppress 
the evidence on the basis that it was taken wholly without due process 
of law and in contravention of the Constitution, specifically the Fourth 
Amendment, and the hundreds and hundreds of cases that are cited 
thereunder. 

Now, as far as Government's Exhibit number 6 is concerned, 
that falls in the same category as 3, 4 and 5. 

445 Now, if the Court will allow me, I would like to address myself 
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for a moment to the matter of law involved in search and seizure -- 

THE COURT: I am not going to hear that. That has already 
been decided. I am not going to go all over this again. It has been 
decided. 

MR. LEVINE: Although it has been decided there are new 
matters plus the fact that it might have been -- I think the Court is 
well aware, where the Court can prevent an obvious manifest injustice, 
the Court should at least hear what the issue of law is, particularly 
where counsel states that there are grave constitutional issues involved 
of the highest nature. 

THE COURT: You made your motion to suppress that I will not 
hear argument on it. 

That is denied. 

Mr. Benton? 

MR. BENTON: I want the record to show that I do object. And 
at this time I do renew my motion to suppress. 

THE COURT: That is denied. 

Exhibit 1 introduced against Defendant Murphy, Exhibit number 
2 against Defendant Murphy, Exhibit 3 and 3a may be introduced 
against Defendant Murphy, Exhibit number 5 may be introduced against 
Defendant Murphy and Exhibit 4 and 4a may be introduced against De- 
fendant Williams, and Exhibit number 5 against Defendant Williams 
and Murphy. 

446 MR. BENTON: Number 5 against Defendant Williams? 

THE COURT: No, no. Six is against both Williams and Murphy. 

That is the monies. They found marks on both of their hands. 


Bring the jury in. 


(The jury was brought into the room. ) 

THE COURT: The Government has offered Exhibit 1, 2, 3, 
3a, 4, 4a, 5, and 6. 

The Court has admitted Exhibit number 1a to be considered by 


the jury in reference to the charges against Defendant Murphy. 
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Exhibit Number 2, Government's Exhibit number 2, which is 
the serial numbers, is admitted and may be considered by the jury, 
in considering the charges against Defendant Murphy. 

Government's Exhibit 3 and 3a may be admitted in this trial for 
the jury to consider in determining the guilt or innocence of the De- 
fendant Murphy. 

Number 5, the bag with the needles in it, is admitted in evi- 
dence against the Defendant Murphy in determination of her guilt or 
her innocence. 

Number 4 and 4a, Government's Exhibits 4 and 4a are admitted 
in this case to be considered by the jury in the consideration of De- 
fendant Williams. 

Number 6, the monies taken from Williams, are admitted in 
this trial and may be considered by you as against both Defendants 
Williams and Murphy along with the consideration of the alleged 

447 powders that were found in the hands of both and the Govern- 
ment rests, is that correct? 

MR. MC LAUGHLIN: Yes. 


[Government's Exhibits 
Number 1, 1a, 2, 3, 3a, 
4, 4a, 5 and 6 which 
was marked for identi- 
fication was received 

» into evidence. ] 


* * * 


THE COURT: Come to the bench. 

(At the Bench:) 

MR. BENTON: In behalf of the Defendant Williams I now move 
and make a motion for judgment of acquittal. I want to on the basis 
that the Government in my opinion has not sustained the burden of 
proof in this case and has not offered sufficient evidence. Therefore, 
I think the Court should rule and direct a judgment of acquittal in 
behalf of Defendant Williams. 

THE COURT: That is denied. 

MR. LEVINE: I make the same motion for a judgment of 
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acquittal against Defendant Murphy on the theory that the search and 
seizure was totally illegal and in contravention of every case that has 
been handed down in this Court and the Supreme Court on the issue of 
the Fourth, Fifth, and Sixth Amendment. 


THE COURT: I will deny it. Who will open? 
* * * * * 


Washington, D. C. 
September 21, 1959 
The above-entitled cause came on for further trial before the 
HONORABLE EDWARD M, CURRAN, a U.S. District Judge, and 
jury, at 10:00 a.m. 
APPEARANCES: 
ARTHUR J. McLAUGHLIN, ESQ. 
for the Government 
HOWARD D. LEVINE, ESQ. 
for Defendant Murphy 
ALEXANDER L, BENTON, ESQ. 
for Defendant Williams 
PROCEEDINGS 
(Closing argument was made by counsel for the Government.) 


(Closing argument was made by counsel for defendant Murphy.) 


(Closing argument was made by counsel for defendant Williams.) 


(Final closing argument was made by counsel for the Govern- 
ment.) 

Thereupon, the Court instructed the jury as follows: 

THE COURT: Ladies and gentlemen of the jury, the defendants 
in this case are Gloria Morton, Estella Murphy, and Willie Williams. 

The first two counts of the indictment have to do with Gloria 
Morton and those counts have been disposed of. 

The matter in which Gloria Morton has been named has been 
disposed of, so you will not consider those counts. 

The defendant, Willie Williams, is charged in the third count 
and the fourth count of the indictment. The third count alleges a 
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violation of Section 4704-A of Title 26 of the United States Code, and 
reads as follows: 

"That on or about April 24, 1959, within the District of Columbia, 
Willie Williams purchased, sold, dispensed, and distributed, not in the 
original stamped package and not from the original stamped package, a 
narcotic drug, that is, two glassene bags containing a mixture totaling 

452 about 30.26 grams of heroin hydrochloride, quinine hydrochloride, 

and mannitol." 

The fourth count alleges a violation of Section 174 of Title 21 of the 


United States Code, and reads as follows: 


"That on or about April 24, 1959, within the District of Columbia, 
Willie Williams facilitated the concealment and sale of a narcotic drug, 
that is, two glassene bags containing a mixture totaling about 30. 26 
grams of heroin hydrochloride, quinine hydrochloride, and mannitol, 
after said heroin hydrochloride had been imported, with the knowledge 
of Willie Williams, into the United States contrary to law." 

This is the same heroin hydrochloride which is mentioned in the 
third count of the indictment. 

The defendant, Estella Murphy, is charged in the fifth and sixth 
counts of the indictment. 

The fifth count alleges a violation of Section 4704-A of Title 26 of 
the United States Code, and reads as follows: 

"That on or about April 24, 1959, within the District of Columbia, 
Estella Murphy purchased, sold, dispensed, and distributed, not in the 
original stamped package, and not from the original stamped package, 

a narcotic drug, that is, 34 capsules containing a mixture totaling about 

2,180 milligrams of heroin hydrochloride and milk sugar, and one glas- 

sene bag containing a mixture totaling about 5, 880 milligrams of heroin 
453 hydrochloride and milk sugar." 

The sixth count of the indictment charges a violation of Section 174 
of Title 21 of the United States Code and reads as follows: 

"That on or about April 24, 1959, within the District of Columbia, 


Estella Murphy facilitated the concealment and sale of a narcotic drug, 
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that is, 34 capsules containing a mixture totaling about 2,180 milligrams 


of heroin hydrochloride and milk Sugar, and one glassene bag containing 
a mixture totaling about 5,880 milligrams of heroin hydrochloride and 
milk sugar, after said heroin hydrochloride had been imported, with the 
knowledge of Estella Murphy, into the United States contrary to law." 

This is the same heroin hydrochloride which is mentioned in the 
fifth count of this indictment. 

It becomes my duty, ladies and gentlemen of the jury, to instruct 
you in the law that applies to this case, and it is your duty to follow the 
law as I shall state it to you. 

On the other hand, it is your exclusive province to determine the 
facts in the case and to consider and weigh the evidence for that purpose. 
I do not intend, by any instruction, to tell you how you should 
determine any question of fact. If your recollection of the evidence 
should differ from my statements in regard to the facts in the case, 

then your recollection must prevail. 

If, in my instructions to you, any rule, direction, or idea be stated 
in different ways, no emphasis thereon is intended by me and none must 
be inferred by you. For that reason, you are not to single out any single 
sentence or any individual point or instruction, and ignore the others. 
But, you are to consider all the instructions as a whole and regard each 
in the light of all the others. 

At times throughout the trial the Court has been called upon to 
pass on the question of whether or not certain offered evidence might 
properly be admitted. You are not to be concerned with the reason for 
the Court's rulings, and you are not to draw any inference from them. 
Whether offered evidence is admissible is purely a question of law. 

In admitting evidence to which an objection is made, the Court 
does not determine what weight should be given such evidence. Nor 
does the Court pass upon the credibility of the witness giving that 
evidence. 

As to any offer of evidence that has been rejected you, of course, 


must not consider it. 
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As to any question of why an objection has been sustained, you 
must not conjecture as to what the answer might have been had the ques- 
tion been allowed. Or, must you consider the reason for the objection. 

You must weigh and consider this case without regard to sympathy, 
prejudice, or passion for or against any of the parties to this law suit. 

If, during the trial, I have said or done anything which has suggested 
to you, either by way of questions or otherwise, that Iam inclined to favor 
the claims or positions of either the Government or the defense, you will 
not suffer yourselves to be influenced by any such suggestion. 

I have not expressed nor intended to express, nor have I intended 
to intimate any opinion as to which witnesses are or are not worthy of 
belief, or what inferences should be drawn from the evidence. If any 
expression of mine, or act of mine, has seemed to indicate an opinion 
relating to any of these matters, you are instructed to disregard them. 

The attitude and conduct of jurors, ladies and gentlemen, at the 
outset of your deliberations are a matter of considerable importance. 

It is rarely productive of good for a juror, upon entering the jury room, 
to make an emphatic expression of his opinion in the case, or to announce 
the determination to stand for a certain verdict. When one does that at 
the outset his sense of pride may be aroused and he may hesitate to 
recede from an announced position shown that it is fallacious. Remem- 
ber that you are not partisans or advocates, but are judges of the facts. 
The final test of the quality of your service will lie in the verdict which 
you render to the Court, not in the opinion any of you may hold as you 
retire from the jury box. Bear in mind that you will make a definite 
contribution to the efficient administration of justice if you arrive ata 
proper verdict in this case. 

It is your duty, as jurors, to consult with one another and to 
deliberate with a view to reaching an agreement, if you can do so with- 
out doing violence to your individual judgments. You each must decide 


the case for yourselves, but you do so only after a consideration of the 


case with your fellow jurors, and you should not hesitate to change an 
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opinion when convinced it is erroneous. However, you should not be 
influenced to vote in any way on any question submitted to you by the 
single fact that a majority of the jurors or any of them favor sucha 
position. In other words, you should not surrender your honest convic- 
tions concerning the effect or weight of the evidence for the mere pur- 
pose of returning a verdict, or solely because of the opinion of other 
jurors, 

You shall not consider as evidence statements of counsel made 
during the trial unless such statements were made as admissions or 
stipulations concerning the existence of a fact or facts. 

At times during the trial bench conferences were held between 
Court and counsel. These conferences concern matters of law and not 

fact and, therefore, you shall not consider the conferences as 
having any bearing on this case one way or another. You are to decide 
this case solely upon the evidence that has been received by the Court 
and the inferences that you may reasonably draw therefrom, and such 
presumptions as the law deduces therefrom as noted in my instructions 
and in accordance with the law as I shall state it to you. 

In judging the credibility of the witnesses, which is your province 
to do, you shall have in mind that a witness is presumed to speak the 


truth. This presumption, ladies and gentlemen of the jury, of course, 


may be overcome by contradictory evidence, by the manner in which 


the witness testifies, by the character of his testimony, or by evidence 
pertaining to his motives, 

The paper writing that I read to you a few moments ago is the 
indictment in the case and contains the charges that have been placed 
against these two defendants. The only object and purpose of an indict- 
ment is to inform the defendant of the nature of the accusation against 
him. It is not evidence that a crime has been committed, nor are you 
to consider it as evidence in any degree whatsoever against these 
defendants. 

The indictment contains the charges that have been placed against 


the defendants, each material part of which must be proved by the 
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Government beyond a reasonable doubt. You are, therefore, instructed 
that you will not consider the indictment in this case as evidence 
against these defendants. 

These defendants are presumed to be innocent and that presump- 
tion abides with them throughout the progress of the trial until it is 
overcome by evidence establishing their guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. 

You are also instructed that it is incumbent upon the Government 
to prove beyond a reasonable doubt each and every essential allegation 
of the indictment returned against the defendants in this case; and in 
this connection you are instructed that a reasonable doubt, ladies and 
gentlemen of the jury, is a doubt based on reason, it is predicated on 
reason, it is a doubt for which you may assign a reason. It is sucha 
doubt as would leave a juror's mind, after a careful and candid investi- 
gation of all the facts and circumstances, so undecided that he cannot 
say that he has an abiding conviction of the defendants' guilt, or sucha 
doubt as in the graver more important transactions of life would cause 
an ordinary and prudent person to hesitate and pause. 

In order to justify conviction the evidence should be such that 
when you consider it carefully and apply to it your sound and conscien- 
tious judgment as reasonable men and women you can say that you have 
no reasonable doubt of the guilt of the defendant. If it would fall short 


of convincing you to that extent the defendants should be given the bene- 


fit of the reasonable doubt and found not guilty. And while the 
law, it is true, does not require proof of a crime to be made toa 
mathematical certainty or an absolute certainty, but requires proof to 
be made only to a moral certainty, nevertheless it is true that the law 
also does not permit men to be convicted of a crime on mere suspicion 
or possibility of guilt. 

Reasonable doubt may arise not only from the evidence produced 
at the trial, but also from the lack of evidence, for the law does not im- 
pose upon the defendant the duty of producing any evidence. The burden 


is always upon the prosecution to prove the accused guilty beyond a 
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reasonable doubt of every essential element of the crime charged, and 
a defendant has the right to rely upon the failure of the prosecution to 


establish its case beyond a reasonable doubt. In other words, in order 


to establish proof beyond a reasonable doubt, the evidence must be such 
that you would be willing to act upon it in the more weighty and more 
important matters of your own affairs. 

The Government does not have to prove a defendant guilty beyond 
all doubt whatsoever. The Government has met its burden if it proves a 
defendant guilty to a moral certainty, but it does not have to prove a 
defendant guilty to a mathematical or absolute certainty. And, if after 
an impartial comparison and consideration of all the evidence you can 

candidly say to yourself that you are just not satisfied that the 
defendants are guilty, then you have a reasonable doubt and under those 
circumstances it would be your duty, under the law, to return verdicts 
of not guilty. 

On the other hand, if after such comparison and such consideration 
of all the evidence as you have heard it from the Witness stand you can 
truthfully say that you have an abiding conviction of the defendants' guilt, 
such as you would be Willing to act upon in the more weighty and import- 
ant matters of your own affairs, then you have no reasonable doubt and 
under those circumstances it would be your duty under the law to return 
verdicts of guilty. 

Your verdict must represent the considered judgment of each juror. 
In order to return a verdict it is necessary that each juror agrees there- 
to. In other words, your verdict must be unanimous. 

You are the sole judges of the facts in the case, ladies and gentle- 
men, and in this respect the Court cannot be of any assistance to you 
whatsoever. It is for you to decide the weight that you will give the 
evidence as you have heard it from the witness stand, and you should 
weigh carefully every fact and circumstance which has been submitted 
to you for your consideration. 
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In judging the evidence you must necessarily evaluate the testimony 
of individual witnesses. Only thus can you determine the truth, and it is 
the truth that you must seek. And so, bring to this task your knowledge of 
human nature, your ability to judge men, their source of knowledge, their 
intelligence, their motives, their intentions, so that you may discern the 
real character behind the spoken word and measure its weight of truth 
and accuracy. You are the ones that pass upon the credibility of the wit- 
nesses, and in this respect you have a right to consider the manner of 
testifying when the witness was on the stand, whether the witness was 
evasive, whether there was a tendency to distort, whether the witness 
was frank and candid in his testimony, whether the witness was contradicted 
on material facts, whether the witness had an interest in the outcome of the 
trial, whether the witness impressed you as a truthtelling individual, wheth- 
er the witness impressed you as a person having an accurate memory and 
recollection; and you may also consider the probability or improbability of 
the testimony as told by a particular witness and its harmony or incongruity 
with other testimony in the case that you do find to be established beyond a 
reasonable doubt. Did the witness have full opportunity to learn the truth? 


If so, did he have the intelligence and purpose to ascertain the facts? 


What was the: advantage or disadvantage of his point of observation? 
Does the evidence show that the witness had a motive for favoring or an 
inclination to favor any party? In other words, was he a biased or an 
impartial witness? What degree of intelligence, what quality of memory, 
and what grade of moral purpose as far as concerns this case were reveal- 
ed by his appearance and manner of testifying and all the other evidence 
in the case? Was his testimony reasonable and consistent within itself 
and with uncontradicted facts? Give the testimony the weight to which, 
in your judgment, it is entitled, and test it by all these considerations 
and in the light of all the other evidence. 

You are also instructed, ladies and gentlemen of the jury, that if 
you believe from the evidence that any witness intentionally testified in 


a false manner concerning any material fact about which the witness 
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could not reasonably have been mistaken, then you are at liberty to dis- 
regard all the testimony of such witness or to accept such part of the 
testimony as you deem worthy of belief. 

Now, the defendants in this case, ladies and gentlemen of the jury, 
are charged in an indictment containing, insofar as they are concerned, 
four counts,Counts 3 and 4 against the defendant Williams, and Counts 5 
and 6 against the defendant Murphy, with violations of the Harrison 
Narcotic Act and the Jones Miller Act, this latter also being known as 

the Narcotic Drugs Export and Import Act. Both of these acts 
were passed primarily as revenue statutes, Congress also having in 
mind, however, the intent or purpose in their passage of suppressing 
the social evil of drug addiction, the preventing unrestrained and illicit 
traffic in narcotic drugs. 

The Harrison Narcotic Act provides for an Internal Revenue tax 
to be levied, assessed, collected, and paid on narcotic drugs produced 
in or imported into the United States and sold or removed for consump- 
tion or sale. It also provides that the tax imposed shall be paid by the 
importer, manufacturer, producer or compounder. Italso orovides that 
the tax assessed shall be paid and its payment shall be shown by appro- 
priate stamps provided by the Secretary of the Treasury or his delegates, 
these stamps being required to be affixed to the bottle or container so as 
to securely seal the stopper or wrapper thereof. 

As I told you in the beginning, Count 3 against Williams and Count 


5 against Murphy allege violations of Section 4704-A of Title 26 of the 


United States Code. That section provides as follows: 

"It shall be unlawful for any person to purchase, sell, dispense, 
or distribute narcotic drugs except in the original stamped package or 
from the original stamped package." 

The section also provides, ladies and gentlemen of the jury, that 
the absence of appropriate tax paid stamps from the narcotic drugs shall 
be prima facie evidence of a violation of this subsection by the person in 


whose possession the same may be found. 
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Now, prima facie, ladies and gentlemen of the jury, merely means 
"at first blush," or "first appearing.” It is not a conclusive presumption 
of fact. In other words, the law says the absence of tax paid stamps 
raises a presumption of unlawful purpose or sale. This presumption 
unexplained would support a verdict of guilty, but it is only a presump- 
tion of fact and not a presumption of law. It is to be considered by you 
together with all the other facts, and only as a fact for the purpose of 
determining whether the allegations made in Counts 3 and 5 have been 
proved beyond a reasonable doubt. 

Counts 4 and 6 allege a violation of Section 174 of Title 21 of the 
United States Code, and that section is as follows: 

"Whoever fraudulently or knowingly imports or brings any nar- 
cotic drug into the United States or any territory under its control or 
jurisdiction contrary to law, or receives, conceals, buys, sells, or in 
any manner facilitates the transportation, concealment, or sale of any 
such narcotic drug, after it being imported or brought in, knowing the 

same to have been imported or brought in the United States con- 
trary to law," shall.suffer a certain punishment, 

That section, ladies and gentlemen of the jury, also provides that 
whenever on trial for a violation of this section the defendant is shown 
to have or to have had possession of the narcotic drug, such possession 
shall be deemed sufficient to authorize conviction unless the defendant 


explains the possession to the satisfaction of the jury. 


Possession, ladies and gentlemen of the jury, means to have and 


to hold, to have control over, to have dominion over; and the word pos- 
session in the statute forbidding the possession of a narcotic drug 
means an immediate and exclusive possession under the dominion and 
control of the defendant, and its physical control with intent to exercise 
control, and the defendant having such control must have knowledge of 
the presence of the narcotic, and such knowledge must precede the intent 
to exercise it or the exercise of such control; that to raise the presump- 


tion the possession must be personally exclusive. 
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You are also instructed, of course, that you are not to guess or 
speculate, but must be convinced beyond a reasonable doubt that the 
narcotic was actually in the defendant Williams' possession, 

Now, the language in that statute, 174 of Title 21, ladies and gentle- 

men of the jury, where it refers to facilitates the concealment 
and sale of a narcotic drug, means just what it says; that it is to make 
easier, to assist when you facilitate the concealment of a narcotic drug. 

Now, ladies and gentlemen of the jury, the mere possession of 
narcotic drugs cannot, in itself, be made a crime. Mere possession 
of narcotics is not a crime, but the possession may be prima facie 
evidence of some other offense. 

As the statutes in both of these cases have provided, the statutory 
presumption created under Section 4704-A of Title 26 making it unlawful 
to purchase, sell, dispense, or distribute drugs except in the original 
stamped package, and under Section 174 of Title 21 punishing whoever 
fraudulently or knowingly imports or brings any narcotic drugs in the 
United States, or receives, and so forth, any such drug, they are rules 
of evidence dealing with proof of offenses created therein rather than 
defining such offenses. 

Under Section 4704-A of Title 26 and Section 174 of Title 21, 
possession is deemed sufficient to authorize conviction unless the 
defendants explain the possession of the narcotics to the jury's satis- 
faction. The statutory prima facie evidence rule arising out of pos- 
session of prescribed drugs is legal, reasonable, and constitutional, 
and imposes on the accused the duty of explanation and justification. 

Now, you will note when I refer to Counts 4 and 6, which is the 
violation of Section 174 of Title 21, that there are three essential 
elements of the offense: One, that the heroin hydrochloride was a 


derivative of opium, a narcotic drug -- that is not disputed; two, that 


the narcotic drug had, in fact, been imported into the United States 
contrary to law; and, third, that the defendants had knowledge of that 


fact. 
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Now, these last two elements that I just mentioned -- that the 
heroin hydrochloride had, in fact, been imported in the United States 
contrary to law, and the defendants had knowledge of the fact -- would 


generally be difficult, if not impossible, to prove, and, therefore, the 


law, as I read it to you a moment ago, provides a special rule of 

evidence to meet that difficulty, for it provides that whenever on trial 

for violation of the section the defendant is shown to have or to have had 
possession of a narcotic drug, such possession shall be deemed sufficient 
to authorize conviction unless the defendant explains the possession to the 
satisfaction of the jury. 

Now, in this case, ladies and gentlemen of the jury, the statute 
provides that the words "narcotic drugs" as used herein in reference 
to these alleged violations shall mean any of the following, whether 
produced directly or indirectly by extraction from substance of vegetable 
origin, or independently by means of chemical synthesis, or by a combina- 
tion of extraction and chemical synthesis: One, opium, isonipecaine, 

coca leaves, and opiate; two, any compound, manufacture, salt, 
derivative, or preparation of opium, isonipecaine, coca leaves, or opiate; 
three, any substance in any compound, manufacture, salt, derivative, or 
preparation thereof which is chemically identified with any of the sub- 
stances referred to in Clauses 1 and 2 that I have just read to you. It 
has not been contested here that heroin is the derivative of opium and 
a narcotic drug. 

Now, ladies and gentlemen of the jury, certain evidence was 
introduced in this\case: One, the narcotics which were taken off a 
person by the name of Gloria Morton; two, the serial numbers of the 
bills on a sheet of paper. 

Now, that evidence had nothing to do with what the defendant, 
Estella Murphy, is charged with here because generally on trial of an 
accused person the prosecution may not introduce evidence of other 
offenses wholly independent of the one charged, but there are excep- 


tions to this rule, and, of course, that same instruction goes to the 
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defendant Williams in reference to the marked moneys that were 


introduced in this Case, and also as to the defendant, Estella Murphy, 
because the marked moneys play no part with the allegations that are 
contained in this particular indictment, 
However, the prosecution may introduce evidence of other criminal 
acts where the acts are so blended or so connected with the one on trial 
that proof of one incidentally involves the other, or they explain 
the circumstances of the offense charged and they tend, logically, to 
prove any element of the offense, and that is the purpose the Court 
allowed them to be introduced. 3 and 3-A were the narcotics seized 
from the defendant Murphy which the Court has ruled admissible, and 
4 and 4-A the narcotics taken from the commode upon which the defend- 
ant Williams was seated, and that has been introduced as admissible. 
There was a criminal record against the defendant Raimondi -- 
I think her name was Raimondi -- and, of course, you may consider 
that along in passing upon her credibility, whether you place as much 
credence in the testimony of a person convicted of crime as you would 
in the testimony of somebody who has no record for violating the 
criminal laws. 
Now, in reference to this possession, alleged possession, by the 
defendant Williams, if you believe beyond a reasonable doubt that he 
had those drugs and deposited them in the commode in order to do away 
with them, that constitutes a sufficient possession for him to fall within 
the requirements of the statute. 
If you believe beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant Murphy 
had possession of these narcotics on her person at the time she was 
arrested, that is sufficient to bring her within the allegations of 
the statute. You are, therefore, instructed that if you believe, and be- 
lieve beyond a reasonable doubt, that on or about April 24, 1959, within 
the District of Columbia, the defendant, Willie Williams, either purchased, 
or sold, or dispensed, or distributed, not in the original stamped package 
and not from the original stamped package, a narcotic drug, that is, two 
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glassene bags containing a mixture totaling about 30.26 grams of heroin 


hydrochloride, quinine hydrochloride, and mannitol, it would be your 
duty under the law to return a verdict of guilty as charged under the 
third count of the indictment. If you have a reasonable doubt about it 
or you do not believe he had possession of the narcotic drugs, it would 
be your duty under the law to return a verdict of not guilty on Count 

3 of the indictment. 

You are also instructed that if you believe and believe beyond a 
reasonable doubt that on or about April 24, 1959, within the District of 
Columbia, Willie Williams facilitated the concealment and sale of a 
narcotic drug, as the Court has explained that to you, that is, two 
glassene bags containing a mixture totaling about 30.26 grams of heroin 
hydrochloride, quinine hydrochloride, and mannitol, after the said heroin 
hydrochloride had been imported with the knowledge of Willie Williams 
into the United States contrary to law, it would be your duty under the 

law to return a verdict of guilty under the fourth count of the 
indictment. If you have a reasonable doubt about it, or you do not be- 
lieve he had possession of the narcotic drugs, then of course you must 
return a verdict of not guilty as to Willie Williams under the fourth 
count of the indictment. 

You are also instructed that if you believe, and believe beyond a 
reasonable doubt, that on or about April 24, 1959, within the District 
of Columbia, Estella Murphy either purchased, or sold, or dispensed, 
or distributed, not in the original stamped package, and not from the 
original stamped package, a narcotic drug, that is 34 capsules contain- 
ing a mixture totaling about 2,180 milligrams of heroin hydrochloride 
and milk sugar, and one glassene bag containing a mixture totaling 
about 5,880 milligrams of heroin hydrochloride and milk sugar, it 
would be your duty under the law to return a verdict of guilty as indicted 
under the fifth count of the indictment. If you have a reasonable doubt 
about whether she purchased any narcotics, or sold, or dispensed, or 


distributed them, or if you have a reasonable doubt about whether she 
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had any possession of narcotics when she was arrested, it would be 
your duty under the law to return a verdict of not guilty under the fifth 
count of the indictment. 

You are also instructed that if you believe, and believe beyond 

a reasonable doubt, that on or about April 24, 1959, within the 
District of Columbia, Estella Murphy facilitated the concealment and 
sale of a narcotic drug, as the Court has explained that term to you, 
that is, 34 capsules containing a mixture totaling about 2,180 milligrams 
of heroin hydrochloride and milk Sugar, and one glassene bag containing 
a mixture totaling about 5,880 milligrams of heroin hydrochloride and 
milk sugar, after said heroin hydrochloride had been imported with the 
knowledge of Estella Murphy into the United States contrary to law, it 
would be your duty under the law to return a verdict of guilty as indicted 
under the 6th count of the indictment. If you do not believe that she 
facilitated the concealment and sale of a narcotic drug, or if you do not 
believe that she had possession of a narcotic drug on that date, it would 
be your duty under the law to return a verdict of not guilty under the 
6th count of the indictment. 

Now, you can return verdicts of guilty on Counts 3, 4, 5, and 6, 
or you can return verdicts of not guilty on Counts 3, 4, 5, and 6. Or, 
you can return verdicts of guilty as to one and not guilty as to the other, 
all depending upon the evidence as you will weigh it and how much 
credence you will place upon it. 

When you consider the evidence, ladies and gentlemen of the jury, 

in this case, you may also consider that evidence is of two kinds: 
direct evidence and indirect evidence. 

Direct evidence that you testify to is something that you saw 
directly. For instance, if I hold this pencil up in my hand and you are 


looking at it and are watching, and I drop it, you can testify that I 


dropped the pencil; that is direct evidence. You saw actually what 
happened. 
But there is also a second kind of evidence known as circumstantial 


evidence, or indirect evidence, which is permissible in criminal cases. 
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Circumstantial evidence, ladies and gentlemen of the jury, consists of 
proof of collateral facts which are supposed to have a connection near 
or remote with the litigated fact, that is, with the ultimate fact required 
to be established in the particular case. Or, as sometimes expressed, 
it is the proof of some fact or facts other than the ultimate fact to be 
proved from which taken, either singly or collectively, the existence 
of the particular fact in question may be inferred as a necessary or 
probable consequence. 

I will give you an example of circumstantial evidence. If you go 
to bed tonight and it is a beautiful night, and you sleep all night, and 
when you get up at seven o'clock in the morning there is a foot of snow 
on the ground, you didn't see it snow, you haven't seen it snow, but you 

could testify it snowed during the night even though you didn't see 
it, because the ultimate fact to be proved is the fact that it snowed. But 
this other fact that was near, snow being on the ground, you knew it 
snowed during the night. That is indirect evidence; I give you that as 
merely an example. 

You may consider the direct evidence and the circumstantial 
evidence in arriving at the innocence or the guilt of these defendants. 

This is a serious case, ladies and gentlemen of the jury; serious 
from the standpoint of the defendants, and serious from the standpoint 
of the Government. Therefore, you should weigh this case very carefully, 
analyze it, sift the evidence; take the evidence that you disbelieve away 
from the evidence that you do believe, if you find some that you don't, 
and then after you have considered it very carefully and weighed it, 
then apply to it the good sound common sense you would in the every 
day affairs of your own life. If you do that, you will reach a considered 
judgment. 

As the Court has told you before, your verdict must be unanimous. 


When you reach your jury room, you will select a foreman, and 


when you have reached your verdict, please notify the marshal. 
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Is there anything else, gentlemen? 


MR. BENTON: May we approach the bench. 

(At the bench:) 

MR. McLAUGHLIN: The only thing is you referred to the Raimondi 
woman as a defendant. 

THE COURT: All right. I will correct that. 

MR. BENTON: Well, one point in connection with that example as 
far as the snow is concerned, I don't want the jury to get the impression 
that that is analogous to -- 

THE COURT: Of course not. It is just an example of indirect 
evidence. That is all. You don't want me to tell them if he sat on the 
commode with the toilet seat -- 

MR. BENTON: No. 

MR. LEVINE: The Court probably did say it, but did the Court 
tell the jury that the indictment itself is of no ultimate probative value? 
THE COURT: I told them it is no evidence at all; they can't 

consider it. 

MR. LEVINE: Thank you. 

(In open court:) 

THE COURT: It is called to my attention that I referred to the 
name of the witness Raimondi as a defendant. Of course, she is not a 
defendant; she is a witness in the case. 


Take the case, ladies and gentlemen. 
* * * 
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[ Filed September 21, 1959] 
DEFENDANT WILLIAMS' PRAYER FOR INSTRUCTION NO. 1 

The Court instructs the jury that the word "Possession" in statute 
forbidding the possession of a narcotic means an immediate and exclu- 
sive possession under the dominion and control of defendant, and is 
physical control, with the intent to exercise control, and a defendant 
having such control must have knowledge of the presence of the narcotic, 
and such knowledge must precede the intent to exercise, or the exercise 
of, such control; that to raise the presumption the possession must be 
personal and exclusive. 

The Court further instructs the jury that the jury must not guess 


or speculate but must be convinced beyond a reasonable doubt that the 


narcotic was actually in Defendant Williams' physical possession. 
Granted X 

Denied 

People v. Gory, 170 P. 2d 433, 436, 28 Cal. 2d 450; Grantello v. US. 


3 F. 24 117 (1924); Collis v. U.S. 101 U.S. App. D.C. 160, 247 F. 2d 
566 (1957). 


[ Filed September 21, 1959] 
DEFENDANT WILLIAMS' PRAYER FOR INSTRUCTION NO. 2 

The Court instructs the jury that if the jury find that there were 
other legitimate reasons for Defendant Williams to be in the bathroom 
and further that the narcotic powder in the glassine bags was not 
removed from Williams’ person, that the jury must find that the 
evidence is as consistent with innocence as with guilt. 

The Court further instructs the jury that if the jury find that 
the evidence is as consistent with innocence as with guilt, the jury 
may find reasonable doubt and return a verdict of "Not Guilty”. 
Granted 
Denied xX 
Collis v. U.S., 101 U.S. App. D.C. 160, 247 F. 2d 566 (1957); Jackson v. 
U.S., 102 U.S. App. D.C. 109, 250 F. 2d 772 (1957). 


[ Filed September 21, 1959] 
DEFENDANT WILLIAMS' PRAYER FOR INSTRUCTION NO. 3 
The Court instructs the jury that proof of the possession of 
"marked" money, without more, does not prove possession of narcotics 
as alleged in the indictment. 
The Court further instructs the jury that if the jury find that from 


the evidence there were other occupants of the premises 2007 Klingle 


Road, N.W., and the jury further find that no narcotic drug was removed 
from defendant's person, the jury may also find that someone other than 
Defendant Williams placed the two glassine bags in the commode; and 
that the jury may find reasonable doubt and return a verdict of "Not 
Guilty". 

Granted 

Denied Xx 

Di Silvo v. U.S. 2 F. 2d 222; Williams v. U.S. 4 F2d 432 (1925). 

Tot v. U.S., 319 U.S. 463. 


a 
[ Filed September 21, 1959] 
DEFENDANT WILLIAMS' PRAYER FOR INSTRUCTION NO. 4 

The Court instructs the jury that if the jury find that the act of 
the defendant at the time the Police officers pushed in the bathroom 
door on him can be interpreted as an attempt to brace or Support him- 
Self against falling to the floor or as any other legitimate purpose and 
not necessarily an attempt to flush the commode, the jury must find 
that there is reasonable doubt and acquit the defendant. 

The Court further instructs the jury that it is not necessary that 
the jury be convinced beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant was 
in the bathroom for a legitimate purpose. If the evidence raises in your 
mind a reasonable doubt that the only purpose was to dispose of the nar- 
cotic drug, then your verdict must be "Not Guilty". 

Granted 

Denied PS 

People v. Miller, 229 N.W. 475 (Mich. 1930), 
ee eee 


[ Filed November 6, 1959] 


Washington, D. C. 
September 21, 1959 


The above-entitled cause came on for further trial before the 
HONORABLE EDWARD M. CURRAN, a U. S. District Judge, at 10:13 a.m. 
APPEARANCES: 
ARTHUR McLAUGHLIN, ESQ. 
for the Government 
HOWARD LEVINE, ESQ. 
for the Defendant Murphy 
ALEXANDER L. BENTON, ESQ. 
for Defendant Williams 


* * * * * 


MR. BENTON: That is taken directly from the case -- 
THE COURT: I will grant Number 1. Number 2 is denied. 
MR. McLAUGHLIN: Same objection to Number 3. 

THE COURT: Number 3 is denied. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

UNITED STATES 
v. 


) 

) Criminal No. 524-59 
#2: ESTELLE MURPHY _) 

) 

) 


#3: WILLIE WILLIAMS Charge: Fed. Nar. Laws 


Defendants 


[ VERDICT] 
On this 21st day of September, 1959, came again the parties 
aforesaid, in manner as aforesaid, and the same jury as aforesaid 
in this cause, the hearing of which was respited Thursday, September 
17, 1959; whereupon the jury after hearing further of the evidence, and 
instructions of the Court, the alternate jurors are discharged and the 
jury retires to consider their verdict. 


The jury returns into Court and upon their oath say that the 


defendant Estelle Murphy is guilty on counts five (5) and six (6) and 


that the defendant Willie Williams is guilty on counts three (3) and 
four (4). 
The defendants are remanded to the District Jail. 
By direction of 


Edward M. Curran 
Presiding Judge 
Criminal Court #1 
Present: 
United States Attorney 


By: Arthur McLaughlin 
Assistant United States Attorney 


* * 
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[ Filed September 25, 1959] 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA ) 

Vv. ) 

#2: ESTELLA MURPHY ) 
JUDGMENT AND COMMITMENT 

On this 21st day of September, 1959 came the attorney for the 


Criminal No. 524-59 


government and the defendant appeared in person and by counsel, 
Howard D. Levine, Esquire. 

IT IS ADJUDGED that the defendant has been convicted upon his 
plea of not guilty and a verdict of guilty of the offense of violation of 
Title 26, United States Code, Section 4704a, Title 21, United States 
Code, Section 174\as charged in counts five and six and the court 
having asked the defendant whether he has anything to say why judg- 
ment should not be pronounced, and no sufficient cause to the contrary 
being shown or appearing to the Court, 

IT IS ADJUDGED that the defendant is guilty as charged and 
convicted. 

IT IS ADJUDGED that the defendant is hereby committed to the 
custody of the Attorney General or his authorized representative for 


imprisonment for a period of Ten (10) years on count five; Ten (10) 


years on count six, said sentence to run concurrently with the sentence 
imposed in count five. 

IT IS ORDERED that the Clerk deliver a certified copy of this 
judgment and commitment to the United States Marshal or other qualified 
officer and that the copy serve as the commitment of the defendant. 


/s/ Edward M. Curran 
United States District Judge 


* * * 
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[ Filed September 25, 1959] 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA ) 
v. ) Criminal No. 524-59 
#3: WILLIE WILLIAMS ) 
JUDGMENT AND COMMITMENT 

On this 22nd day of September, 1959 came the attorney for the 
government and the defendant appeared in person and by counsel, 
Alexander L. Benton, Esquire. 

IT IS ADJUDGED that the defendant has been convicted upon his 
plea of not guilty and a verdict of guilty of the offense of violation of 
Title 26, United States Code, Section 4704a, Title 21, United States 
Code, Section 174 as charged in counts three and four and the court 


having asked the defendant whether he has anything to say why judg- 


ment should not be pronounced, and no sufficient cause to the contrary 
being shown or appearing to the Court, 

IT Is ADJUDGED that the defendant is guilty as charged and 
convicted. 

IT IS ADJUDGED that the defendant is hereby committed to the 
custody of the Attorney General or his authorized representative for 
imprisonment for a period of Fifteen (15) years on count three, Fifteen 
(15) years on count four, said sentence to run concurrently with the 
sentence imposed in count three. 

IT IS ORDERED that the Clerk deliver a certified copy of this 
judgment and commitment to the United States Marshal or other qualified 
officer and that the copy serve as the commitment of the defendant. 


/s/ Edward M. Curran 
United States District Judge 


The Court recommends commitment to: Atlanta, Ga. 
* - 
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[ Filed September 22, 1959] 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


UNITED STATES ) 

we ) Criminal No. 524-59 
#2: ESTELLE MURPHY ) 
#3: WILLIE WILLIAMS _ ) 


AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT OF APPLICATION FOR LEAVE TO 
PROCEED WITHOUT PREPAYMENT OF COSTS 


I, ESTELLE MURPHY & WILLIE WILLIAMS, being first duly 
sworn according to law, depose and say that I am the in the above- 


entitled cause, and, in support of my application for leave to proceed 


in said cause without being required to prepay fees or costs, state as 


follows: 
1. That I am a citizen of the United States. 


2. That because of my poverty Iam unable to pay the costs of 
said suit or action. 


3. That Iam unable to give security for the same. 


. That I believe I am entitled to the redress I seek in said suit 
or action. 


5. That the nature of my cause of action is briefly stated as 
follows: That after having consulted with our respective attorneys and 
after having heard in full all the constitutional questions of search and 
seizure that are involved in our case, we respectfully request that this 
Honorable Court allow us leave to proceed on appeal to the United States 
Court of Appeals in forma pauperis and further that this court authorize 
the various reporters to furnish us with transcripts of both the motion 
in this case and the trial itself without prepayment of required fees. 

:.%$/ Estelle Murphy, 
Let the applicant proceed / af Willie Williams 
without prepayment of costs. [ Jitrat dated September 21, 1959] 


/s/ Edward M. Curran 
JUDGE 
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[ Filed September 22, 1959] 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


UNITED STATES ) 

ee ) Criminal No. 524-59 
#2: ESTELLE MURPHY ) 
#3: WILLIE WILLIAMS _) 


AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT OF APPLICATION FOR LEAVE TO 
PROCEED WITHOUT PREPAYMENT OF COSTS 


I, ESTELLE MURPHY & WILLIE WILLIAMS, being first duly 
sworn according to law, depose and say that I am the in the above- 


entitled cause, and, in support of my application for leave to proceed 


in said cause without being required to prepay fees or costs, state as 


follows: 
1. That Iam a citizen of the United States. 


2. That because of my poverty Iam unable to pay the costs of 
Said suit or action. 


. That Iam unable to give security for the same. 


. That I believe I am entitled to the redress I seek in said suit 
or action. 


5. That the nature of my cause of action is briefly stated as 
follows: That after having consulted with our respective attorneys and 
after having heard in full all the constitutional questions of search and 
seizure that are involved in our case, we respectfully request that this 
Honorable Court allow us leave to proceed on appeal to the United States 
Court of Appeals in forma pauperis and further that this court authorize 
the various reporters to furnish us with transcripts of both the motion 
in this case and the trial itself without prepayment of required fees. 

:.%8/ Estelle Murphy, 
Let the applicant proceed / i Willie Williams 
without prepayment of costs. [ Jirat dated September 21, 1959] 


/s/ Edward M. Curran 
JUDGE 


